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IBST^ACT 

Based on the preaise that ecological and health 
probleas, and hoaan responses to these probleas, are directly related 
to coaaonitf social and econoaic conditions, this stodj exaained 
differences in healthy housing, and haaan concerns across 
socioeconoaicallf defined neighborhoods ,in Best firginia. Counties 
were^ouped intd thre6 environaental regions. In each coaaunitj, 
relatively hoacgeneous, geographicallf bound ^neighborhoods were 
aapped; within each neighborhood, approxiaatelj 100 households vere 
selected* Each of these environaents consisted of a residential 
ecosjstea, or an intact residential environaert in vhich coaaon 
socilil and technological relationships existed oetveen the residents 
and their surrounding neighborhood environeeftt. The survey instruaent 
used to conduct the 2,000 interviews was the Beighborhood 
Environaental Evaluation Decision Sfstea, designed to field data 
dealing with such probleas as algration, aedical services, 
births^deaths, aental health, housing, sewage disposal, citj 
services, and neighborhood environaental pollution. Soae findings 
were: residents of lower incoae neighborhoods had a auch greater 
incidence of health probleas and received considerably fever hefilth 
services; and there was a strong tendency for both urban and rural 
low incoae neighborhood residents to report dissatisfaction and 
concerii with nuaerous huaan services. (BQ) 
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CHAPTER ONE . 
INTRODUCTION 

Personal perspectives on ecological problems differ • As the -phrase goes, 
"We are where we sit." To affluent, suburbanites the word ecology is likely 
to bring forth a concern with industrial pollution of the water and 
atmosphere, or a concern with worldwide population growth. To less 
affluent Americas ecology is a wort relating to their concerns with 
sick children, relatives in mental hospitals, too few bedrooms^ leaky 
roofs, cars that won't run and streets that are not paved. 

At some level, rich and poor Americans share a conmon concern with ' 
man-man and man-environment relationships. However, these differ sub- 
stantially in thg extent to which they are personalized aod^the- extent 
to which the ccmsequdnces of ecologixal problems are immediate. While 
inadequate sewage disposal in a region iflay mean potentially polluted 
water to middle-income residents, it may mean immediate and critical 
health problems to low-incpme resident^ of that region. Similarly, 
middffe-income persois are likely to see population growth and urban , 
crowding problems as statistical abstractions which are costly and somewhat 
threatening and worrisome; low-income persons know these problems 
firsthand.. Moreover, the poor are likely to experience crowding and 
overpopulition within the context of poor sewage and housing, inadequate medical 
and mental^ health services, as well as within limited prospects for long- 
term employment. More generally, their lives are lived out within an . 
environmental context of a high density of stressful events. 

From a researcher's point of view, a major problem is the development 
cf a research strategy that taps into meaningful data at' multiple levels of 
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concern* Moreover, these data must have the potential for shedding light 

* ^ 

on basic theoretical que'stlons and contain possible solutl9ns to 

practical ^nd Immediate problems* In addition. It should be possible to 
use, these data, whether basic or applied, as a basis for multiple strategies 
of ecological Intervention* 

Strategies of ecdloglcal Intervention*^ mean the deployment of 
resources In onier to Increase the quality of life at personal, conmuni ty , 
and regional levels* In addition, these Intervention strategies should be 
Integrative, focusing on the related diversities of needs within social 
^ystems* 

Conceptual models for Intervention strategies which have been thus far • 
employed have tended to be narrow in scope and operative at only a 
limited number of levels of the social systems Involved* For example, we 
have tended to develop .programs for emotionally disturbed children 
wlthodt focusing on the network of overlying family pathologies; we have 
developed programs for commtmlty referral of alcoholics without examining 
family and community stresses; and we have developed Job training programs * 
without medical programs designed to help workers stay healthy* " 

NeltHer have our^lnterventlon strategies successfully Integrated 

the ua/B of often scanty human service resources. Unfortunately, the 

reverse has tended to be the. rule* The Inter-organlzatlonal relationships , 

among htiman service organizations, those organizations with real and 

potential resources for ecological Intervention, have rarely approached 

% 

Vpanons of professional ethics so often referred to by their resident^ 
staff* In a recent review of some literature on these inter -organizational 
relationships, Demone a^ Harshbarger have noted that "*.*the extraor- 
dinary point is that many agencies are unawar^of and disinterested 
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in the essential symbiosis which overlays the entire human service 
netvovk* This awareness, when manifested, occurs frequently in the focms 
of competition, prejudice, and distruist. Boundary maintenance and domain 
pro^tection are more common than collaboration and cooperation/'^ 

The recent growth and popularization of system theory Could sugge^ . 

( 

that we may be developing too^ls with a potential fpr dealing with some 
of the problems of human ecosystems. A system has been defined as the 
totaMty of elements in Interaction with eac^other, including the prop- 

. erties of heirarchical levels of units and interaction patterns, as well 
asTboundaries , bound'Wy maintenance > and internal-external energy re- 

. lationships. Conceptually, this approach might be used by a. physician in 
discussing the integrity of the human body or a social scientist in - 
discussing the problems of a community or a region* That is, we might 
focus on an individual as a very basic unit in a cystem, .,hi8 family and 
social relationships at the next higher level of that system, his neigh- 
borhood at a still higher level, until we be^in to map the different 
levels, "^lements,' and transactional relationships involved in a defini- 
• • tion of a community. Such an approach could be carried on, of course, 
moving towards systems definitipns of regions and J.arge geographic areas* 
The essential requirement is that sub-unit and different system levels 
be interacting, or in some way functionally related. 

For exaiiq)le, a child with emotional problems is part of a system 
which includes such relevant sub-systems as his family, community 



^Demone, H* Jr. , and Harshbarger, The Planning and Administration 
of Human Services > New York: Behavioral Publications, 1973 
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employment and economics, residential housing, tax revenues, citj 
ment, and parks and recreation to mention only a few. All of these 
systems are Important coiq)onents in understanding and intervening in 
this' serious problem* And, while it might seem naive to attack this child's 
problem in isolation, it seems overwhelming to deal with itc in all of its 
complexity • 

It is this dilemma which h§s. led, on the one hand, to overspecialized 
research, and, on the other, to research lacking sufficient specificity 
to answer Important ecological questions. That is, we have tended to 
point our research in the* direction of either individual or community- 
wide pathology, without examining the ecological parameters or internal 
} conmunity contingencies which are problem ralated. However, it is possible 
that this dilemma is a product of the conceptual frameworks which we 
have used, not the nature of the problem itself* 

In the present project there has been an attempt to use the framework 
of system theory to resolve this dilemna and to provide a mechanism for 
multi-level integration of.^data* 
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CHAPTER TWO 

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONDITIONS IN WEST VIRGINIA - AN OVERVIEW 

It Is a premise of the present research that ecological and health 
'problems, ami human responses to those proi^ems,, are directly related 
to ctonumity social and economic conditions. Therefore, this chapter 
describes the broad social and economic structure of Vest Virginia; 
a structure containing all of the sajnpl| courities in this research. 
Hopefully, this description will provide a useful background for inter- 
pretations of the survey d^^ta* presented in subsequent chapters. The 
present chapter will discuss income and employment trends, as well as 
patterns of educational and welfare investments and e^cpenditures • 

Employment * , • 

West Virginia's econonQr did not. grow appreciably between 1950 and 
1970. Data from the West Virginia Department of Enqiloyment Security 
indicate an estimate of 586,070 employed labor force participants in 
1950 witn a comparable estimate of 5j|8,800 for 1970. Thfe leadi^ig factors 
retarding the state's economic growth, during a time when the national 
ecpnonqr was surging forward at unprecedented sustained rates, were 
declines in coal minihg (122,800 persons employed in 1950 versus 48,900. 

in 1970) and agriculture (61,770 persons employed in 1950 versus 23,600 

/ 

in 1970) i^ich were not offset by employment gains in other industries, 
such as services, which nationally were assuming relatively more important 
positions. (See Table 2-1). 

Agriculture has been declining in importance nationally , and Westv / ' 

"* 

Virginia has also Experienced this decline. However, the state has ' 

5 
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been so heavily dependent upon ^oal min^!n^fiat when employinent fell in 

• . • 

this inqportant industry, the state's economy was cfitidally damaged. 
This problem was further compounded by the fact that other industrial • 
sectors did not grow enough to absorb displaced trorkers.. 

Normally, when an area experiences reduced economic oppoftjmlty, 
labor force mobility, which draws pedple. f rom low Income a'reaLi^ high 
Income areas, produces a new distribution of population. This occurred,, 
and continues to occur, in West Virginia.' It is well known that thousands 
Of people moved from the state to other areas of the. nation during the. 
1950's and 60's. It is also w^jlcnpwn that this migration lias produced 
a state population tending to have a disproportionately large "number of ' • 
older and younger people. -Tfliese grpups Are, of coursfe, the l^ast mobile. 

West Virginia's unemployment rate has exceeded the' national rate for 
many years In 1972 the rate. of unemployment in West Virginia was 6.9 
percent tompazBd to 5.6 percent. f of the United States as a Whole. .(See 
Table 2-1)/ Ig. the same year, per capita income in West Virgiiila was 
$3574 cgptpared to $4478 for the United States. Indeed, the. state's per 
capita income has consistently been below the national estimate. This 
has been true since at least 1940 as reported by the U. S. Bureau of the 
Census. (See Tables 2-2 and 2-3). Consistent with these trends,, and • 
largely due to discouraged workers, the nature of the demographic "features 
of the state's population, and the industrial structure of the "state's 
economy which heavily, influences the quantity land quality of labor 
demand, the state's labor force participation rates- are lower than the 
natioftal rates. In 1970, the partlcipatibn" rate of males and females 
16 years of age and over was 60.3 percent for the, Uqited States 
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comparfed to only 47.1 percent for West Virgini#. Even when controlling- 
by sex, the West Virginia labor fdrde participation rates are lower, 
with male rates for the U«±ted States at 79,2 percent compared- to 
West Virginia's 66 ,9 percent, and female rates at 42 perceilt for the 

, United States coiH)ared to/29.4 percent for West Virgini^r^CSeTra^ 2-4). 
It Is possible that the Q.ca^a^^jp^Axi&xca.tors cited abpve reveal a 
personal preference for leisure rather than income aiong potential labor 

' force participants (the "lazy tnountaineeri^' hypothesis). However, this 

♦ 

explanation has not been widely advanced by those who have seriously 
studied work behavior. in both West Virginia and the Appalachian Region. 
Neither does the data to be presented later support this poi^t of view. * 
Cultural explafaations of the Region's economic problems have b^en advanced ' 
which have lead to inferences about non-economic factors j^hich may 
^ restrain mobility. However, it probably is true that the delay in the ^ 
achievement of a more comfortable equilibrium between the level of 
liying of people of the state and their economic opportunities is due 
t<f a wide array of interdependent factors, .including at least the follow- 
V. ing; the structure of economic opportunities inside and outside of the 
state; willingness to respond to greater economic, opportunity (the cultural 
factor); and the ability to respond to economic opportunity (particularly" 
health and education). ^ 

t 

Educational attainment is generally regarded as positively related 
to health and neighborhood environmental quality, (It is also known- to 
'be intercorrelated with income). In 1970, median school years complreted - 
by people 25 years and over W3s 12.2 years for the United States compared" 
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^ to only 10. 6. years fbr West Virginia. (See Table 2-5). In part, the 
^ dlff-ereiice In educational attainment probably can be analyzed In terms 

• • 

of state expenditures for education, which vary with per capita Income. 

' '. ' .\ . • • ' 

In 1970 elementary and secondary teachers earned an average annual 

• salAry of $9265 iji^he United States compared to only $7800 in West 
Virginia.' (See Table 2-6). 

Public Welfare System In West Virginia 

. For those in the population who are poor,- the Welfare and Food -J 
<^tamp" Programs offer crltldally needed services. The nature of these 

• delivery systems are, therefore ,^lgnlf leant in our analysis of" human 
service systems. which can effect basic changes in the lives of the 
low-lncotne in West Virginia. 

As. a, state which has historically failed to share in the fu. 
benefltS of national economic expansion, resulting in income and 
education levels which have been subpar relative to national norma, 
it is not suiprislng u> find a significantly larger percentage of poor " 
people in West Virginia than in the nation. And given prjjplent 
attitudes toward welfare recipients here and throughout t^nation, it 
is not surprising to find a wide-spread concern with the welfare poor 
in West Virginia ~ a\oncern which has been manifested in such actiohs. 
as the reduction of the number of recipients among the unemployed 
father (i.e. AFDCU) categorical program. 

Table (2-7) Indicates that the public assistance rolls moved upward 
(though not steadily) from 53,357 families in 1955 to 57,^664 families 

1961. While this is a significant increase in itself, far more 
Important was what happened to the AFDC caseload during this same period. 



Prior to 1961, unemployed fathers without full disability were ^ 
ineligible to receive public assistarK:e. However, as result of the 
1961 amendments to the Social^Security Act, inability to find employ- 

M 

ment became a sufficient reason to receive public welfare aid. This 
new amendment, which became law at the option of the individual states 
led directly to the sudden explosion in the number of persons on 
welfare rolls and the so-called public welfare crisis which received 
(and continues to receive) national attention in thd la,te 1960 *s and 
early i970As, culminating in a wide array of proposals and experiments 
concerned x±th a workable and acceptable income malntenr»nce program. 

In West Virginia, as in the nation, this sudden increase in the 
welfare rolls, directly traceable in the 1961 ADCU law, caused a public 
outcry. While there were those who viewed the stidden growth in the 
jiumbers of welfare recipients as an indication that the welfare system 
was finally fulfilling its mission of extending services and income 
security to the. impoverished, many policymakers and community and 
business leaders viewed the sudden growth in waif are caseloads as 
a crisis which threatened the very work ethic on which the nation had 
been founded. .Their view was that something had to be done to reduce 
the nunier of welfare cases. There was simply no defense for swollen 
welfare caseloads. Therefore, stringent new welfare regulations were 
developed in order to exise the "cheaters" and ''swindlers" (to use 
Senator Long's terminology) from the welfare rolls. 

New laws were passed and the provisions of those new laws have been 
quickly implemented, particularly in West Virginia. In fact West Virginia 
has led the nation (and achieved national acclaim) in reducing the number 

oa23 
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of caseloads receiving AFDCU categorical payments. From a high of about 
13,000 families in 1962, West Virginia's Department of Welfare has been 
successful in reducing the so-called unemployed father's caseload to 
approximately 1,500 cases. Few states can equal that red^fetlpn rate. 

Welfare policy in West Virginia, as in the nation generally, has 
been toward a reduction and stabilization in monthly money benefits tpr 
the adult welfare categories, such ad AFDC and AFDCU, and an increase 
in their non-cash benefits (i,e, food stamps, services, clothing allowances) , 
At the same .time there has been an attempt to improve both the welfare 
services and the cash payments (which h^e b.een notoriously low in the 
United Strifes in general and in West Virginia in particular) for the 
remaining categorical welfare groups (i,e* OAA, AB, AD, and GA) • 

The' food stamp program in West Virginia has grown significantly 
Since its inception in 1961, both in terms of the number of low income 
population served and in terms of its relative importance as a part of 
the new strategy to improve the lives of the low income population, 
particularly the welfare poor, (See Tables 16-20), Data ^on the operation 
of food stamp programs in West Virginia is included here because it 
indicates how an important program developed specifically to service the 
poor actually services the poor, and the extent to which the poor take 
advantage of this program designed to assist them in meeting one of their 
basic needs — food, 

'Data presented in tables 2-7 through 2-11 indicate clearly that the * 
number of participants and expenditures for food stamps have increased , 
substantially since the beginning of the program on a pilot basis in 1961 , 
and its first full year of operati^ri In 1962. In 1962 in West Virginia, 
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14,080 persons particiTpated in the program as recipients of food stamps 

valued at $200,000. (See Table 2-8). For the fiscal year ending J^ne 30, 

1971, there were 66,100 households (or 247,000 people) who were active 

participants in the program and the total value of the food staitlps they 

received had reached approximately $65 million, if one excludes the . \ ' 

monies -used by the recipients to purchase the stamps, the bonus value V 

of all staimps for fiscal year 1970 was almost ^45^^^1ion. ^(See Table 2-9). 

^Ithough the food stamp program in West Virginia has impressively 

expanded, a more important concern is how well is the program reaching 

the low-income population eligible^ to participate in the program — welfare 

recipients and all other low-income combined. The answer is mixed; not 

very well in certain cpunt4.es of the state, and quite well in others. 

Although data presented in Tables 2-10 an<J 2-11 are somewhat misleading 

and 'overstate the success of programs by including only welfare recipients 

rather than all eligible low income households in the base, as well as 

using $3000 as the poverty level income, criteria quite different from 

those used by the West Virginia Department of Welfare in determining 

eligibility for participation in the food stamp program they nevertheless 

point up the great variability in the success of the food stamp program 

from county to county in West Virginia. For example/ the percent of 

eligible low income recipients who have participated in the food stamp 
i 

program reaches 50. percent or less in several counties of the state. 

'ft 

(See Table 2-11). This uneveness in the administration probably reflects 
both inadequate attempts to make the potential clients aware of their 
eligibtlity, and the negative attitudes many low-income have regarding 
their becoming welfare clienfs. 

I 

... aoao . 
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The West Virginia Tax System; A Brief Overvlev 

The amount of monies available to state government in West Virginia 
is, of course, important in meeting the basit health, education, welfare 
and other human service needs of residents. Since a large proportion 
of funds come from taxation, it is very Important that thfe Ux system 
be structured so as to be adequate, convenient ard, perhaps most 
lii5>ortantly in a democratic society, equitable. By adequacy we .mean 
not only a system which raises sufficient Ux revenue to carry' out t6e 
functions of government, but also a system which is structured (fn terms 
of the tax rate and base coverage) to be sufficiently elastic that it 
will provide substantially more revenue a& the economy and the service 
needs of the people expanded. Convenience, of course, simply refers to 
ease of payment by the taxpayer ^nd cost of tax collections to the state. 
Tax equity refers . to fairness of the system; that is, it is based on the 
citizen's ability to pay and the citizen's benefits received. 

There is, in fact, little abput the West Virginia tax system at 
the state or local levels that is unique or particularly noteworthy with 
the exception of the state's heavy reliance on the Business and Occupational 
Tax as a source of tax revenue. The Business and. Occupational Tax (which 
is the major revenue producing tax in. the ^tate), has been adjudged as 
one of the worst forms of taxation by tax experts throughout the nation 
and has little to recommend it other than the fact that It does raise 
substantial revenue for Wfest Virginia. For the most part, the typ«of 
taxes included in West Virginia tax systems, vary little from the types 
of taxes used by other state and local governments of the United States. 
It should be noted here that although,, as in most states, the property 
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^Wk^s the primary source of tax revenue for all local governments, its 
revenue '^^Ing ability is severely restricted by the long-standing 
tax limitation amendments of the West Virginia constitution which limit 
the rates that may be applied to the several classes of taxable property. 

•With the heavy reliance on the Business aivd Occupation tax/ the ' > 
general sales tax and other forms of sales taxation (without' tax credits 
to reduce the burden on those^with low- incomes) , the relative under- 
utilization of the personal income tax by state government and. the major 

4. 

reliance on the property tax by local government, the West Virginia .tax 
system is quite regressive. 

Although the general expenditures of West Virginia per $1000 of 

personal income have often exceeded tl)e national average fSr various' 

» 

functions of state government (See Table 2-12) , data presented in 
Table 2-13 indicate that West Virginia. has lagged behind the other 
Appalachian states and the United States as a whole in the growth of 
state and local revenues derived from their own sources ~ a measure of 
tax effort. In addition, as Table 2-14 points .out, both state and local 
governments in West Virginia compare rather unfavorably with nei-ghboring 
states of Appalachia as well as .the nation as a whole in their allocations 
of monies for almost, all categories of government programs. ' Particularly 
noteworthy is the low level of local government expenditures in: West 
Virginia. 

Despite the very encouraging economic growth experienced by West 
Virginia- during the last few years, the state's primary sources of 
Internal taxation have failed to provide expanded rever)uea as rapidly 
as had occurred in nelghborltjg states. Table 2-12 describes this problem. 
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In conftarlson to all other Appalachian stdtes, West Virginia is .last in 
bothn^he aggregate and percentile increaafes of state and local revenues 
over an 18 year period. Althou^ this poor showing in part reflects 
the decline in population during the years covered by the table, it. 
also may indicate the inelastic properties of the state tax structure. 
In other words » the present state and local tax mechanisms of West 
Virginia may be incapable o^ expanding .sufficiently given present rates 
of economic growth ^d the concurrent Increase in demand for government 
^rvices . ^ 

In general » per capita measurements of revenues and expenditures 
by West V^irginia counties tend to confirm many of the survey findings to 
be presented later in this report that rural areas are in need -of io^roved 
service from government deliveary systems. Coiq>arative county measurements 
in Table 2-14 indicate that both .the per capita tax capacity ' and effort 
of the less populated^ counties are significantly below that of the more 
urbanize^, heavily populated counties. The data cited above from the 

c * 

• I 

*U.' S. Bureau of the Census also show a failure of rural counties to assume 
debt in order to finance capital projects such as schools. 

The relatively low per capita tax effort "in rural areas is reflected 
in the lower than average expenditures for nearly all human services shown 
on Table *2-14. Outlays for services such as highways, welfare, public safety, 
and sewerage are significantly below the state-wide average. One very 
notable exception to this trend is the per capita expenditure for hospitals. 
- This most likely reflects the higher per capita cost of laaintaining hospital 
facilities in sparsely populated areas. ' 

Ultimately, if existing programs are to be expanded or new programs 
established that will deal with the particular conditions aad problems 

0028 
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described later in this report, it may be necessary to raise West Virginia's 
revenues and expendjrtures up to the national average on a per capita 
basis in order to pay for their ojTeratlon. However > because of the 
inadequate tax base provided by the predominately low income population 
of the state, it is questionable whether state and local revenue efforts, 
without major changes such as an increased severance tax, will be adequate 
for the task ahead. Otherwise what may be required are increased Federal 
inputs designed specifically to cpmpensate for the demonstrated inability 
of an underdeveloped area such as West Virginia to raise the revenue 
necessary to satisfy its many human needs. 
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TABLE 2-2 

Per Capita Income for the United States and West Virginia for the 
Census Years 1940, 1950, 1960, and 1971 



YEAR 



AREA 





United States 


West Virginia 


1940 


595 


„407 


1950 


1,596 " 


1,065 , 


1960 " 


2,216 


1,596 


1971 


4,156 


3,275, 


1972* 


4,478 


3,574 



Source: U,,S, Bureau of the Census and the Survey of Current 
Business , April 1973, p. 17. 

*1972 data, preliminary* 
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TABLE 2-^5 

Public School Snrollnent and Teachers Salaries In 
United States and West Virginia, 19^0 

c *' 

United States West Virginia 

Puhllc School Enrollnent (l.OOO) 

Elementary 27, Aa? 222 

Secondary 16,407 178 

Classroon te«ch«rs («lea) 1,131,77A 8,352 

Secondary 929^A1 8,230 

Pupil-teacher ratio ^ 22.3 2A.1 

Estlnated Salary (Average li| dollars) 

All teachers '9,265 7,800 

Elementary 9, v. 25 7,600 ^ 

Secondary 9,5A0 8,000 

Precent jJistrlbution of Teachers by salary groups 

Under $6,500 8,7 6.9 

$6,500-7A99 15.6 3A.A 

$7,300-8499 18.4 40,9 

$8,500-9499 16.7 8.3 

$9,^00 and over 40.7 9.5 

Source; U.S. Bureau of the Census. General Social and Econontc Characteristics, 
^ 1970. 
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TABLE 2-6 



Median School Tears Completed by tlie Population 25 Years and Oyer 
for the United States , West Virginia, and Selected Comities of 
West Virginia for the Census Years 1940, 1950, 1960 and 1970 



AREA 

• 


19A0 


1950 


1960 


1970 
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Uhite4 States 


8. A 


8.3" 


8.5 ■' 


9.3 


10.6 


12.2. 


West Virginia 


7.8 


7.7 


8.0 


8.5 


8.3 


io.6 


Harrison 


8.1 


8.1 

4 


8.3 


8.9 


9,9 . 


12.0 


Monongalia 


« 8.0 


7.8 


8.2 


8.8 


9,4 


12.1 


Cabell 


8. A 


8.3 


8.6 


9.3 


10.0 


11.9 


Kanawha 


8.2 


8.1 


8.3 


9.0 


10.1 ^ 


12.1 . 


McDowell 


7.0 


6.7 


7.3 


7.7 


8,1 


8.7 



Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of the Population e 
1940, 1950, 1960 and 1970. 
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TABLE 2-12 
" Selrected Economic Items Comparing 
West Virginia and the United States 
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Note: All money figures rounded to the nearest dollar • 



Source: U.S. Bureau of Census - General Social and Economic 
Characteristics^ 1970^ 
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TABLE 2-13 » 
Increase in Government General Revenue 



- from Own Sources from 1953 to 1971 





United States 


Applachlan States 


West Vlrslnla 


Government & Dat« 
















Total in 


Percent 


Total In 


Percent 


Total in 


Percent 




miUnnn 


Tnrr«»*Ha 


»HlHon« 


Increase 




Increase 


Local Governmnt 














195J* 


$ 12,693 




$ 4,664 




$ 61 




1971 


57,491 




19,947 




224 








353!!: 




328Z 




268Z 


S^ate Govcrnnent: 














1953 


ll,75o' 




4,307 




134 




1971 


61,290 




22,643 




507 








422!!: 




426Z 




277Z 










> 







Source: U.S. Bureau of Census - Governmental Finances In 1970-' 



1971. 
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TABLE 2-13 (Cont.) 
Selected Economic Items Comparing 
West Virginia and the United States 
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Note: All money figures rounded to the nearest dollar. 
^Source:« U.S* Bureav of ^ezssUs - General Social and Econotnic 

^ — ' 

Characteristics, 1970. 



Source: U.S. Bureau of Census • Census of Governments > 1967 
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CHAPTER THREE 
THE PRESEHT STDDY 



!• The Research Design 

In designing the fraaevork for the study, the guiding principle 
vas that ecological problems are* first and foreaost, Imiediate and personal* 
Moreover* it vas assumed that the frequency and intensity of ecological 
problems t in health and housing, for exaiaple, could be best understood 
if they could be vieved against the background of different but con^arable 
residential ecosystems. The presen***. research design is an attempt to 
assess the ecological textxure of the environment. 

Figure 1 expresses the research model developed for this project* 
Neighborhood is defined as a goegraphically bounded and functionally 
related sef of households ; community as a geographically bounded and 
functionally related set of neighborhoods; zone as a geogriiphically 
boimded and functiona3;Ly related set of coBBKunitles and environmental 
region is defined as geographically bounded and functionally related 
environmental zones. 

An example of a zone in this liroject would be a county. An example of 
a particular* environmental region would b^ counties that are ^ontis^ust , 
or in important and specifiable ways share certain commonalities vlth re- 
spect to economic base, population distribution » and other demographic 
characteristics which highlight qualitative difference between these and 
other combinations of environmental zones. For example, the farming region 
of Central West Virginia vs. the coal mining region of Southern Vest > Virginia. 
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, A first, and. critical, step in the development of the present project 
vas the choice of different environinental regions; geographic areas which 
are representative of the region and which had the potential for yielding 
data that might enable our generalizing to larger segments of the Appala- 
^ chitua region. 

? 

Briefly, the environmental regions selected and their^characterictics 
were as follows: ^ * * 

Envirbi^ntal Region 1 (Northern West Virginia): ' Zone 1, Monongalia 
County; Zone 2, Marion Coxmty 

Economic 1>ase: Mixture of. heavy mining, manufacturing, higher 

# 

education 

Population distribution: 1 urban center of 25,000 pliis; multiple 
rural commxmities 

Environmental Region 2 (Central West Virginia).: ^one 1, Lewis Cdujitjc; 
Zone 2, Randolph and Pendleton Counties l 
Economic base: Mixture of light manufacturing, mining, farming 
Population distribution: 1 urban center 7,00fl to 9,000 each; 
multiple rural communities 

Environmental Region 3 (Southern West Virginia): Zone -3, Boone Coiinty: 
Zone 2, Raleigh County 

Economic base: Heavy mining, both deep and surface light^ 
manufacturing 

•Population distribution: Raleigh County, 1 urban center of 20^,000; 
Boone County, 1 urban center of 2,500; both counties with high 
dens "-.y of small rural communities 
Through the tfiversification of each Environmental Region, as indicated 
. in Figure 1, it should be possible to organize the data into related and 
O cougar able ecosystems and clusters of ecos> stems* 
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2. Sampling 

In each Zone» or county, quota sampling was used to complete the 
design indicated in Table 3-1. In each cotBBiunity relatively homogeneous, 
geographically bounded neighborhoods were selected and mapped. Within 
each of these ne;lghborhoods , hopefully representing environments of 
differing ecological texture, including different income levels, a total 
of approximately 100 households were selected. 

The purpose of this method of local sanqrle selection was the same 
as the purpose that guided the selection of environmental regions; that ' 
of representative neighborhoods which have the potential for facilitating 
the generalizing of findings.. Each of tnese environments consisted of a 
residential ecosystem, or an intact residential environment in which there 
were common social and technological relationships between the residents 
themselves) and their surrounding neighborhood environment. 



Tlirough the use of quota sampling a rather high proportion of homes 
in any given residential environment were sampled. This permitted accurate 
estimates of the density or texture of certain ecological events within that 
neighborhood, and the comparisons of eveut density across neighborhood 
environments, communities, zones, and environmental regions. 
3. The Survey Data 

The survey research instrument being used ^^as the Neighborhood 
Environmental Evaluation Decision System (NEEDS), developed by the Bureau 
of Community Environmental Management. This instrument has been designed 
to yield a wide array of data dealing with such problems as migration, 
medical services, births-deaths, mental health, housing, sewage disposal, 
city services, and neighborhood environmental pollution, NEEDS is a complex, 
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TABLE 3-1 
Quota Sampling ,^.r the Comtiunity Leve 



Environmental Region 1 
' ' Zone 1 

Urban Rural 
^ Neighborhood Income Levari 

Hi Mid Lo Lo 

No, Households 100 100 100 100 



erIc 00^*^ 



\ 

but a well-organized instrument to administer f6r simultaneouly gathering 
^the reported incidence per tagily of this cluster of ecological problems. 

The data were gathered through household interviews conducted by part- 

time staff recruited from the local areas sampled. Approximately 2000 

interviews were conducted. 





, CHAPTER *FOUR 
' RESULTS ' 
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Part One: Health 

The research findings related to health indicate that, in the 
neighborhoods sampled,' 'residents of lower income neighborhoods reported a 
much greater incidence of health problems' than residents of upper income 
* neighborhoods. Further, residents of lower income* neighborhoods reported 
receiving considerably fewer health services than residents of upper income 
neighborhoods. 

These data are highlighted by the following: 

A. Health Problems 

I 

1. Rural low income neighborhood residents over age 5 reported 
twice the. inciaence (43% vs. 22%) of serious health problems 
reported by urban higher income neighborhood residents. In 
addition, low Income urban neighborhood residents reported an 
incidence of problems one and one-half times as great (37% vs. 22%) 
as among the residents of high income neighborhoods (See TablA4-l). 

2. Rural low income neighborhood residents over age 5 reported an • 
incidence of serious disabilities which was twice as high as 

* 

that reported by residents of higher income urban 'neighborhoods 
(15% vs. 7%). Similarly, the incidence of serious disabilities 
among residents of low Income urban neighborhoods was about one 
and one-half times greater (12% vs. 7% than that reported by 
^* ^ higher income urban neighborhood residents. (See Table 4-2). 

B. Health Services Usage 

1. There was a pronounced tendency for upper Income urban neighbor- 
hood residents to receive mere hospital care for serious diseases 
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than low Income neighborhood residents* Conversely, low Income 
\ 

neighborhood residents tended to rely on home care for treatment 

of serious diseases (See Table 4-3)* 
2. Over twice as, many serious disabilities went untreated among 

rural low Income neighborhood residents as among high Income 

urban neighborhood residents (22% vs. 8%)* The former group 

also had the lowest percentage (17%) of hospitalization among 

all neighborhood groups (See Table 4-4)* 
3* Special therapy or rehabllltat^n for diseases occurred at a 

rate almost twice as great (16% vs* 9%) among high compared 

with low Income neighborhood residents (See Table 4-5)* 
4* Compared to high ahd, middle Income neighborhoods, low Income 

neighborhood residents were two to four times as likely to report 
^ time delays and expensive liosts as reasons preventing them 

from using public or private health services (See Table 4-6)* 

5. *The receipt of special therapy or rehabilitation for a disability 

was lower among low Income, as contrasted with upper Income, 
neighborhood residents (See Table 4-7)* 

6. There was about one-thi,rd greater use of private physicians for 
medical care among upper,, as opposed to lower. Income neighborhood 
residents (86% vs. 56%). There was a strong tendency for low 
Income neighborhood residents to use emergency rooms and ^hospital 
clinics, facilities which were used at much lower rates by 

upper Income neighborhood residents (SeQ Table 4-8). 
Health Concerns 

1. While the particular health services that people would like to 
see made available varied, there was a general trend for all 
Income groups to support the development of programs having 
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the features of home contact, prevention, and early problem 
detection. Of particular interest were preference for visiting 
nurses, home care, alcohol and drug clinics, and dental care. 
(See Table 4-9) 

Other health findings were as follows: « ^ 

Health Problems 

1. Tables 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, and 4-13 generally elaborate the major 

« 

findings that residents of lower income neighborhoods reported 
a large nuinher of health problems. Of particular interest is 
Table 4-10, indicating the incidence of health problems for 
infants immediately following birth. 
2'. Table Indicates that 17Z of the recent births in the 

rural low income neighborhood residents had related illnesses 
or injuries, to the mother. The next highest incidence of these 
injuries' oz^ illnesses was 14Z among urban high income neighbor- 
hood residents. 

3. Table 4-12 describes disabilities among children under five 

years of age; there was a 'tendency for a greater number of problems 
to occur.' among rural low income neighborhood groups than in 
other groups. 

4. Table 4-13 indicates a high level of concern aKout behavioral 
and emotional problems of children among parents in all income 
groups. Overall, these concerns tended to be somewhat lower 
among middle income neighborhood residents. 

, ' s 
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Health Services Usage 
1. All results in this section were described earlier as highlighted 
findings. Generally, wide discrepancies were found between 
high and low income neighborhood residents regarding their usage 
of heatlth and medical services (See Tables 4-3, 4-4, 4-5, 4-7, 
4-8). 

Health Services Availability and Adequacy 
1. Table 4-14*shows th^tt small percentages of residents in each 
income category had found that a needed medical service was 
unavailable to them. Urban high income neighborhood residents 
gave the largest (4%) overall respoira».^mt hi s item. Lewis County 
and Boone County were the two areas inswhich lactSof a needed 
medical service was most frequently reported, particularly 
among high income neighborhood residents. 

Family Planning ^ 

1. In each income group the percent of people using birth control 
was approximately equal (Table 4-15). 

« 

2. The percentages of people using medically supervised means of 
birth control (Table <l-16) and consulting a doctor, clinic or 
family planning service concerning birth control differed 
across income grouijs. Urban high income neighborhood residents 
showed the smallest usage of medically supervi^d birth control 
methods and medical services .cfonccrning birth, control methods, 
and low income neighborhood residents reported the greatest 
use of these services (See Table 4-17). 
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« 

E. Emergency Transportation 

1« Private vehicles were cited by all residents as the most likely 
means of emergency medical transportation* 

Middle Income urban neighborhood residents, however, shoved a- 

strong (40%) second preference for emergency vehicles (Table 4-18) 

« 

F. Concerns Regarding Health 

1. The various patterns of preferences among different Income 
groups for new health services was Indicated In the' data high- 
lights (See Table 4-9) • 

2. Most residents reported relatively little dissatisfaction with 
existing public medical facilities; the largest percentage of 
dissatisfaction (5Z) occurred among residents of urban middle 
Income groups (See Table 4-19) • 

3. Low Income neighborhood residents expressed, a concern about the 
.lack of the right kind of food. 39Z of the residents of urban 
low Income neighborhoods and 25Z of the residents of rural 

low Income neighborhood.^ expressed this concern (See Table 4-20), 
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TABUE 4-1 

Health Problems Per 100 People 5 Years of Age or Older* 



County 

Monongalia 

Marlon 

Lewis 

Randolph 

Pen del ton 

Boone 

Raleigh 



Urban 



Rurdl 



Hl«h 



Middle 



Low 



17 
2 
30 

23 . 

37 
19 



Total 

Frequency 



_36R 
1708"= 




Low 



40 



48 



27 



23 



48 



I 

I <■ 
I 
I 
I 

i / 



51 > 



48 



32 



38 



45 



43' 



39 



586 
1588 



i 591 

I 1365 
I 



Average per j 
100 



22 32 37 , 43 ^ 

Note: Figures were obtained by dividing the total number of con- 
ditions reported by the total number of people in each cell and then 
multiplying by 100. 

*Q38 Has anyone five years of age or older in this household had 
any of these conditions in the past 12 months? 1. Asthma 2. Tuberculosis 
3. Chronic Bronchitis and/or En?)hysema 4. Rheumatic fever 5. High 
blood pressure 6* Stroke 7. Coronary heart diseaffe including heart 
attack 8. Arthritis or Kheumatism 9. Diabetes 10. Cancer or 
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Table 4-1 Continued 

Leuketnla 1. Noticeably overweight 12. Noticeably underweight 13. Re- 
peated attacks of sinus trouble 14. Hardening of the arteries - Cerebral 
Arteriosclerosis 15. Stomach ulcer (Peptic ulcer disease) 16. Kidney 
stones 17. Gall bladder trouble, gall stones 18. Treated for mental 
illness or emotional disorders U9. Diseases of the nervous system other 
than mental or emotional disorders (Cerebral Palsy, etc.) 20. Chronic 
skin trouble 21. Hernia or rupture 22. Diseases of female or male 
genital organs - privates, (Hysterectomy, prostrate ^roiiles, etc.) ^3. 
Cirriiosis of the liver (liver troiAle). 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
is not includled in column total. 

''Total frequency of conditions reported divided by total people. 
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TABLE 4-2 



Disabilities Per 100 Persons Five Years of Age or Older* 





T 

1 


Urban 




1 Rural 




j Hi2h 


Middle 


Low 


j Low. 


Monongalia 


! 7 




I 10 


I 17 


Mat""! on 


1 4 


! 3 


i 21 


1 14 


Lewis 


1 7 


1 10 




j 17 


Randolph 


1 12 


1 ' 9 


! 10 


i 


Pendelton 








|, 13 


Boone 


11 


! 0 


I 15 


16^ 


Raleigh 


4 




1 7 


5 


Total 
Frequency 


120 
1708° 


I 56 
1 793 


1 192 
1 1588 
! 


206 
1365 

1 


1 


• 1 





100 7 7 ' 12 15 

Note: Figures were obtained by dividing the number of disabilities 
reported by the total number of people in each cell and then multriplying 
by 100. 

*Q45 Does anyone five years of age or oldjer in this household have 
any of these conditions? 1. Unable to stand or walk. 2. Deafness or 
serious trouble hearing with one or both ears. 3. Serious trouble seeing 
with one or both eyes even when wearing glasses. 4. Cleft palate or 
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TABLE 4-2 (continued) 

Harelip 5. Any speech defect 6. Missing finger or hand or ann or toe ot 
foot or leg. 7. Palsy (chronic shaking or tremor) 8. Paralysis of any 
kind. 9. Repeated trouble with back or spine 10. Club foot. 11. Per^ 
manent stiffness or any deformity of the foot, or leg or finger or an or 
back or other areas. 12. Other impairment or disability. 

Saturn is from' a middle income rural Boone County nei^borhood and is 



not included in colusn total. ^^i^ 

''Total frequency of disabilities reported divided by total people. 

' f 



I 
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TABLE 4-3 

Type of Treatment Received for a Serious Disease 
in^the Past 12 Months* 



Response | 




Urban 






1 Rural < 




Hl«h 


Mlddle- 




Low 


j Low 


Hospital 1 


20% 1 
1 


, 18% 


I 

1 
1 


16!?: 


12% 


JDoctor j 




55 


1 
1 
1 


67 


58 


Home Care * i 


■ ' \ 


13 


1 
1 

I 






None of i 
These i 


1 

10 . 

1 

1 

1 

- - 1 


14 


1 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

— 1— 


5 1 

1 


is 


Totals 


1 

99% ' 


ioox 


1 
1 


j 

99% ' 


lOGT 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing the number of responses 
In each category by the total number of responses. 



*Q39-44C Did* (person's name) enter the hospital, see a doctor, or 
^receive home cAre for this condition? (See diseases listed In Table 4-1, 
Q38.) • ^ ^' 
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TABLE 4-A 

Type of Treatment Received for a Serious Disability* 



Response 

jHospital 

Doctor 

Home Care 

None of 
These 



Urban 



HlRh 




Middle 


24X 


Vr 


24J: 


63 


H 


51 


5 


j 


5 



20 



Low 



24Z 
61 
8 

8 



-I- 



Rural 



Low 



17Z 
51 
9 

22 



99X 



Totals lOOZ lOOZ ' lOlZ 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing the nuaber of re- 
sponses In each category by -the total number of responses. 

*Q46-51C Did (person's name) enter the hospital, see a doctor, 
or receive home care for this condition? (See diseases listed In Table 
4-2 . Q45.) • 
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TABLE 4-5 

Receipt of Special Training, Therapy or Rehabilitation 
for a Disease In the Last 12 Months* 



County 

Monongalia 

Marlon 

Lewis 

Randolph 

Pendelton 

Boone 

Raleigh 



Hl«h 



5Z 
36 

1 
12 

10 . 
41 



Urban 



Middle 



Low 



14 
9 

30 



9Z 
6 

16 

0 
10 



Rural 



Low 



11% 

2 

5 
10 

6 

35 



Total 

Frequency 



58 
369 



24 
246 



46 
591 



52 
588 



Average 16Z 10% 8Z 9% 

Note: Percentages were oDtalned by dividing the nundier of affirmative 

Responses by the total nuo^er of responses. 

*Q39-44D Has (person's name) had any special t^a^lng, therapy or 

rehabilltatloTv for this condition? (see conditions given in Table 4-2.) 
^Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood 

is not included tn column total. 
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TABLE U-5A 

Receipt of Special Training, Therapy or Rehabilitation 
for a, Disability* 



Coiinty 

Monongalia 

Marion 

Lewis 

Randolph 

Pendelton 

Boone 

Raleigh 



Total 
Frequency 



High 



29% 

13 
5 
29 

ho 
38 



38 
132 



Urban 



Middle 



0% 

36 
k3' 



20 
59 



Low 



20* 



22 

10 
30 



uo 

200 



Rriral 



Low 



3o;« 

23 

2U , 

11 

22 
2ia 

27 



_2i 

208 



2U* 



Average ' 29? • ' Z\% ' iQ% 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing affirmative responses 
by the total number of responses. 

•QU6-51D Has (person's name) had any special training, therapy 
or rehabilitation for this condition?^^^See\c^nditions given in Table h-2.) 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County Neighborhood 
euid is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-6 

Reasona Prtventlng Use of a Public or Private 
Health or Medical Service* 



58 



1 . 
1 

Response { 






Urban 




/ 


{ Rural 


1 


High 




Middle 




Low 


j Low 


1 
1 

Had to Wait | 
Too Long j 

1 

Bad Experi- | 
ence with j 
Health Ctr. | 


n 

1 


1 
1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

i 
1 


SZ 

0 


i 

1 

I 


20X 

^ 2 


i , 23% 
1 2 


Bad Repu- } 
tation of j 
Health Ctr, { 


0 

• 


1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 


1 


I 


2 


! 1 


See too • j 
many people j 
before Dr. j 


1 


1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 


0 






j 2 


Don't Get j 
Same Doctor j 


1 ■ 


1 
1 

! 

1 
j 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

1 


1 


! 


2\ 


j 7 


Too Expen- j 
sive j 


4 


4 




16 


1 15 


Costs too j 
much to get j 
to Health j 
Service | 

1 


0 


1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
i 
1 
i 
1 
1 

1 


1 




3 


i 4 


■ > I I 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing the nuirfcer of re- 



sponses in each category by the total number of responses, 

*073&74 While living at this residence, have any of the following 
reasons prevented you from using a public or ptivane health or medical 
service or from returning to a health or medical service when requested 
,to by a doctor? 
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TABLE 4-7 

Receipt of Special Training, Therapy or Rehabilitation 
- , for a Disability* 



Ctounty ! 




Urban 




i Rural 




High 


Middle 


Low 


1 Low 


Monongalia 1 


29% 




1 20% 


1 30% 


Mai*^ on ■ 




A 


1 24 \ 


23 


Lewis ! 


5 


36 




24 


Randolph ! 


29 


43 


1 22 


11 


Pendelton i 








22 


Boone i 


40 


0 


1 10 


, 21^ 


Raleigh 1 


38 i 

i 

1 




1 30 1 


27 


Total j 
Frequency ! 


1 

1 

38 1 
132 1 

-1 


20 

59 


1 40 1 
j 200 1 


49 
208 


Average 


1 

29% 


34% 


1 1 
18% 


24% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing affirmative responses 
by the total number of responses* 

*046-51D Has (person's name) had any special training^ therapy 
or rehabilitation for this condition? (See conditions given in Table 
4-2. 



^Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood 
and is not included in column total* 
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TABLE 4-8 

Where Routine Medical Care is Obtained* 



Response 


j 
1 


Urban 




*\u& ox 




j Hlah 


Middle 


Low 


Low ■ 


Private 
Physician 


j 86Z 


83Z 


1 
1 

1 61% 


56X 


Preapid 
Medical 
Facility 


1 


! 


1 • 

1 1 


10 - 


Community 

Health 

Center 




1 


3., 




Health Dept. 
Clinic 


0 

> 


3 . 


1 


0 


Hospital 
Clinic 


11 


10 


20 


18 


Hospital 

Emergency 

Room 


2 


0 i 
1 

1 


12 


9 


1 

Totals 


99t 


98% 


96Z 


99% 



Note: Percentages ^ere obtained by dividing the niinber of responses 
in each categoryby the total number of responses. 

*Q69 Where dojmenbers of this household usually go for medical care 
when feeling sick or ill? 
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TABLE 4-9 

Health Service Would Like to. See' Made Available* 



Response 



Visiting 
Nurses 

Well Baby 
(Child) 
Care (inc. 
immuniz) . 

Home Care & 
Hous^^keeping 

Disease De- 
tection & 
Care Programs 

Mental Hlth. 
Psychiat ric 
Services 

>Family Plan 
& Birth 
Control 

V.D. Clinic 
& Education 

Alcohol & 
Drug Clinic 

Dental Clin- 
ic & Edu- 
cation 

School 
riealth 

Nursing, 
Convales- 
cent Home 

Child Day 
Care Ctrs. 



-High. 



9% 



12 



10 



11 



Urban 



Middle 



~i 



16% 



12 



15 



Low 



11% 



10 



Rufal 



Low 



10% 



11 



15 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing the number of responses in 
erch category by the total number of responses. 

*Q75 Which public health service would you most like to see made 
available to people in this neighborhood? 
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TABLE 4-10 

Percentage of Serious Health Problems during the 
Fl^rst' Three D^s Following Birth for Children under 24 Months^ 



62 



County j 




Urban 






j Rural 




Hieh 


Middle 




Low 


j Low 


Monongalia j 


0% 




-. j| — 


9% 


1 26% 


Marion j 


17 


1 13% 




7 


{ 11 


Lewis 'j 


100 


1 14 






! 1^ 


Randolph j 


0 


1 22 






! 11 


Pendelton j 








\ 


! 0 


Boone | 


. 5 


0 






i 0^ 


Raleigh | 


0 






0 


i 0 


Total j 
Frequency i 


6 
41 


4 

[ 26 




8 
91 


j 9 
I 64 





Average 7% 15% 9% 14% 

' Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing the number of problem^ 
reported by the number o'f children younger than 24 months. 

*Q22 During the first three days following birth did any child 
younger than 24 months hav^ any serious problems? (Serious problems in- 
clude yellow jaundice, breathing difficulty, heart trouble, shakes, bloated 

stomach, not passing stool, blood in stool or urine, etc.). 
a 

Datum is from a middle Income rural Boone County neighborhood and is 
not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-11 

♦ 

Percentage of Serious Illness or Injury to the 
Mother Connected wlth^ Pregnancy or Delivery oi a Child Younger than 24 Months* 



County 



Total 
Frequency 



Urban 





4- 


HlRh 


Monongalia 


1 
1 
1 
1 


OZ 


'Marion 


1 

i 


20 


Levis 


1 


50 


Randolph 


1 


67 


Pen del ton 






Boone ^ 


1 

1 

1 . 


22 


Raleigh 


1 
1 


0 



Middle 



T 



_8 
57 



25Z 
0 

0 



_2 
20 



Low 



10% 
7 

13 

6 
8 



_8 

90 



I Rural 



4- 



Low 



37Z 

0 
14 
22 
50 

5« 

0 



11 
64 



Average 14% 10% 9% njr 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing the number of illnesses 
reported by the number of children younger than 24 months in each iell, 

*Q23 Was there any serious Illness or Injury to the mother con- 
nected with the pregnancy or delivery of ,(baby*s name)? (Serious illness 
or injury includes hl^ blood pressure, swelling of feet and ankles, gain 
of over Dhirty pounds, kidney Infection, heart trouble, convulsions, heavy 
bleeding before labor and after pregnancy, nausea and vomiting requiring 
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Table 4-11 Contlnaed 



hospitalization, water broke twelve hours or more before delivery, etc.). 

Datum Is from a middle income rujral Boone County neighborhood and 
is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-12 

Disabilities Per lOBh Children under 5 Years of Age» 




Average 

Per 100 21 13 17 24 

Note: Figures were obtained by dividing the total number of 
conditions reported by the number of children younger than five 
years of age in each cell and then multiplying by 100* 

*Q26 Hi any children under five years of age had any of 
these conditic in the past 12 months? 1. Unable to stand or 
walk(for child over one year of age) 2. Deafness or serious 
trouble hearing with one or both ears 3. Serious trouble seeing 
with one or both eyes even when wearing glasses* 4, Cleft palate 
or .harelip; 5, Any speech defect 6, Missing finger or hand' or 
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Table 4-12 (Cont.) 

arm or toe or foot or leg 7. Palsy (chronic shaking or tremor) 8. Pa- 
ralysls of any kind 9. Repeated trouble with back or spine 10. Club 
foot 11. Permanent stiffness or any deformity of the foot or leg or 
arm or back or other areas 12. Asthma 13, Cerebral Palsy 14. Treated 
for mental illness or emotional disorders 15. Wieumatic Fever 16. Epi- 
lepsy 17. Hepatitis 18. Hernia or rupture 19. Noticeably underweight 
20. Other impairment or disability 

aDatum is from a middle inq^me rural Boone Ct^imty neigihboxhood and 
is not included in column total. 

^Total frequency of conditions reported divided by total of child- 
ren under five years of age. . ' ~ 

V 



V 



TABLE 4-13 

Conceirs about Behavioral and Einotional Problems of 
Children Between the Ages of 5 and 15 Years Per Household* 



County 


1 Urban 


RUXRI 




Hlrfi 


Middle 


Low 


Low 


Monongalia 


1 

1 .17 

1 


I 

1 
1 

1 


1 

r .19 


1 .36 


Marlon 


i .55 

1 


1 

.52 


1 .88 


.44 


Lewis 


1 .56 

1 


.11 „ 


1 


.22 


Randolph 


.16 . 


.25 


.26 




Pendelton 








.95 


Boone 


.85 , 


.00 


1.00 


.42^ 


Raleigh 


.34 




* .88 


.75 


Total 
Frequency 


235 i 
557 j 


88 
310 4 


298 
548 

1 


189 
444 


1 

Average 


1 

.42 


1 

.28 


1 

1 

.54 


.43 



Note: Figures were obtained by dividing the number of concerns 
expressed out of nineteen possible by the nunber of households per 
cell. 



*Q60 Most children have some of these conditions. For child-^ 
ren five years of, age and over and less than 15 years of age, please 
tell me whether you are concerned by the amount or length of time 
any of these conditions have existed? 1. Won* t mind 2. Hjrperactlve 



Table 4-13 Continued * . 

or can't stick to one thing long enough 3. Easily upset, bad temper, 
high strung, or nervous 4, Wets the bed or can't toilet train 5. 
Trouble sleeping, or frequent nightmares 6» Thiiflbsucking 7, Stut- 
tering 8» Breathholding 9.^ Frequently swallows things 'other than 
food 10. Cfies too much 1. Fights too much 12, * Clings to- mother 
13* Breaks thin^ on purpose (destructive) 14, • Often depressed, 
moody or withdrawn 15. Lying 16. Stealing 17. Starts fires 
18.. Doesn't make friends easily, can't get along with other childr 
ren, or gets jealous 19. Poor appetite or other eating problems. ' 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood 
and is not included ia column total. 
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TABLE 4-14 

Unavailability of Health or Medical Service* 




Note: Percentages were obtained by dividng affirmative responses 
by the total number of responses. 

*Q73 (1) While living at this residance, have you ever been pre- 
vented from receiving public or private health or medical service because 
the type of service needed was not available? 

^Datum Is from a middle Income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
Is not Included In column total. 
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TABLE 4-15 

Use of Artificial or Other Methods of Controlling Family Size* 



County 

Monongalia 

Marlon 

Levis 

Randolph 

Pendelton 

Boone 

9 

Raleigh 



Urban 



Rural 



High 



86% 
68 
60 
57 

70 

52 



Middle 



77% 

52 
56 

86 



Low 



70% 

59 

36 



72 
77 



Low 



63% 

65 

AS 

A6 

AO 

63^ 

67 



Total 

Frequency 



J 72 
271 



68 
108 



152 
239 



95 
167 



Average • 63% 63% 64% 57% 

Note:^ Percentages were obtained by dividing the total number of 
affirmative responses by the tot^l number of responses. 

'Q65 Are you using any artificial or other methods of controlling 
family size? 

, Datun is i rom a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood ano ^ 

♦ « 

is not included xn coiurrji total. ^ 
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TABLE 4-16 

Use of Medically Supervised Means of ControllihJ^ Family Size* 



County 

Monongalia 

Marlon 

Lewis 

Ran do Iph 

Pendelton 

Boone 

Raleigh 




Urban 



High 



57% 
58 
35 
37 

50 

28 



Middle 



Low 



74Z 

30 

49 

71 



61% 
52 

27 

55 
71 



Rural 



Low 



53% 
5t' 
36 
39 
33 
44 
57 



a 



Total 
Frequency 



113 
271 



57 
108 



128 
239 



80 
167 



Average 42% 53% 54% 48% 

^ Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing che number of re- 
sponses of a method requiring medical supervision (diaphragm , lUD, 
pills, vasectomy, tubal 'Igatlon) by the total number of responses 
for all methods. 

*Q66 Would you please tell me what methods of controlling 
family size you are currently using? 

Datum Is from a middle Income rural Boone County nelghjorhood 
and Is not Included in column- total. 
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TABLE 4-17 

Use of Doctor, Clinic, or Family Planning . 
Service within Last 2 Years Concerning Birth Control* 



County 




Urban 




1 Pural 




1 High 


Middle 


Low 


1 Low 


Monongalia 


1 42% \ 




1 62% 


1 55% 


Marion 


i 36 ■ I 


31% 


1 


1 49 


Lewis 


I 49 I 


48 ' 




! 32 


Kandoipn 


1 43 I 


1 

43 


! 26 


1 41 


Pendelton 








! 20 ■ 


Boone 


! 29 1 


13 


! 43 


! 33^ 


Raleigh * 


1 24 1 




1 69 


1 32 


Total 
Frequency 


1 93 ! 
! 270 ! 


43 
113 


• i 132 
! V 253 


! 73 
1 " 175 


Average 


■ 34% 


38% 


1 

55% 


42% 


Note: 


Percentages Were 


obtained by 


dividing affimative responses 


by the total 


nujnber of responses. 







*067 Have you been to a doctor, clinic, or family planning service 

wi^ihin the past 'two years concerning the use of birth control methods? 

a . • ^ ^- 

Datum is from a middle Income rural Boone County neighborliaod 

and is not included in column total, 
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TABLE 4-18 
Emergency Medical Care Transportatidh 



I Urban [ } Rural 
Response , ! { 

j High ^ Middle Low Low 



Private 
•Vehicle 


1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 


84% 


I- 
1 

1 


69% 


1 uaw 

1 71% 


Emergency 
Vehicle 


1 
1 
1 

I 

1 


13 


1 

40 


21 


1 24 


Taxi ' 


1 
1 

1 


1 


2 


6 


1 1 


Call Medi- 
cal Care 
to Home 


1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

— 1 — 


1 


2 


0 


1 2 


1 1 


1 H 

1 





I i I i 

Totals 99% 98% 96% 98% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing the number of responses 
In each category by; the total number of responses. * 

*Q72 If you needed medical care during the night In a hurry, how 
would you most likely get to a place of medical care? 



TABLE 4-19 

Dissatisfaction with Public Medical Facilities* 



74 



County j 




Urban 




j Rural 




HlRh 


Middle 


Low 


{ Low 


Monongalia { 


1% 1 




1 0% 


I 0% 


Marion } 


5 1 


1% 


1 ^ 


I 0 


Lewis [ 


4 j 


C 

^ * 




j 1 


Randolph j 


0 1 


8 


1 0 


1 1 


Pen del ton j 








I 0 


Boone i 


2 1 


0 


0 


1 6^ 


Raleigh [ 


0 j 




0 

f 


I 0 


Total ^ [ 
Frequency i 


10 j 
55? 1 


14 

310 


0 

548 


! > 

1 2 
1 444 


Average 


2% 


. 

5% 


___ 

0^' 


1% 



Note: Percentages were obtained hv diviaing '^dissatis-f ied" re- 
* sponses by the total number of responses* 

*Q103C On the basis of your own experience, or from what you've 
heard or read, please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied 
with the fiiUowing services. Public Medical Facilities. 

^])^xjm is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
''-\i8J^:tft included In column total. 
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TABLE 

Concern about Lack of Good Food* 







Urban 




{ Rural 


County 














- Middle 


Xow 


j Low 


^^nongalia 


1 2% 




1 12% 


1 21% 


Marion 


i 3 


i 


1 24% 


1 33 


Levis ft 




I 20 




1 14 


Randolph 


1 5 


1 10 


! 38 


\ 36 


Pendelton 








1 17 


Boone 


} 21 


i 58 


1 84 


i 61^ 


Raleigh 


i 






1 24 


Total 




1 _57 


I 214 


j 112 


Frequency 


; 557 


I 310 


1 648 


{ / '4 


Average 


9% 


12% 


39% 


25% 


Not^i: 


Percentages were obtained by 


dividing "concerned" responses 


by the total 


n-jmber of 


responses . 








ricasp tell me if these conditions exist 


In this area, and 


if so whether you are 


concerned or unconcerned. Peop] 


e do not have 


enough right 


kind of f®od. 

« 






**Datum 




middle income rural 


!5oone County 


neighborhood 


and is nor inc^Judcul in 


coluirm total. 
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Part Two: Housing 



Data in this section define a wide variety of housing conditions" and 



housing deficiencies; typically, the ©ost major and the most frequent 
occurrence of housing deficiencies were found among homes in low income 
neighborhoods. 

These data are highlighted by the following: 
A External Conditions of Housing 

1. There were strong^and consistent findings detailing very )^^h 



rates of external housing deficiencies in low, and particularly 
urban low, income neighborhoods. 
This was true for: 

a. roofing (See Table 4-21), 

'v. 

b. paint (See Table 4-22), 

c. chimneys and cornices (See Table 4-23J . 

d. outside walls (See Table 4-24) • 

e. doors and windows broken (See Table 4-25). 

f. outside porches and stairs rotted or missing (See Table 4-26). 

g. foundation sagging or leaning (See Tahle 4-27). 



h. percentage of households with one or more abandoned motor 
vehicles (See Table 4-28). 

i. percentage of households with rubbish accumulation (See Table 4 
j. percentage of houj^eholds neglected , landscaping (See Table 4-30) 

2. Outside wells or cisterns were not frequently reported, but tended 
to be found, in low income neighborhoods (See Table 4-31) • 

3. 8 to 10% of all low income households sample reported using pit 
privys to dispose of human waste (See Table 4-32)/ 
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B. Housing Space ^ 

1. One-third of the households of low-income neighborhoods had four 
or fewer rooms; this was twice the incidence of small houses- 
found among higher income neighborhoods (See^Table 4-33), 

2. There was a tendency* for there to be more people ^r household 
In low income neighborhood homes (See Table 4-34) . 

C. Housing ^^ oblems and Deficiencies 

1. Low income neighborhood hocusing had from two to seven times as 
m^ny deficiencies (e.g., unheated rooms, rooms without electricity 
or windows, etc.) as housing in higher income neighborhoods 

(See Table 4-35). 

2. Kitchen deficiencies, such as not having a working kitchen sink 
or running water or the absence of* an electric or gas stove or 
refrigerator, were almost exclusively the problems of homes in 
low income neighborhoods, with the rate of kitchen deficiencies 
being highest among rural low income neighborhoods (See Table 4-36) 

3. The lack of a working flush tcilet inside the house was alsp a 
low income neighborhood problem; this problem was particularly 
evident in rural low income neighborhoods (See Table 4-37) . 

4. Other bathroom problems (such as sink, tub or shower deficiencies) 
were also the near exclusive problems of low income neighborhoods, 
with their greatest incidence occurring among low income rurr.l 
neighborhood houses (See Table 4-38) . 

D . Housing Concern s 

Residents of both middle and low iucome neighbc-rhoods expressed concern 
about the lack of low-cost, low-rent housing at rates two to three times 
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greater than among residents of most high income neighborhoods. Phis ^ 
concern was expressed by one-half of all residents interviewed in low 
income neighborhoods (See Table A-39) , 

Other findings were as follows: 
A, Housing Space ^ I 

1. Data on rooms and people per house were indicated in the 
housing data highlights (See Tables 4-34 and 4-33). 
• 2. Homes in low' income neighborhoods tended to have fewer bed- 
rooms than homes' in higher income neighborhoods (See Table 4-40), 
Housing Problems and Deficiencies 

1. Data on general household deficiencies, kitchen and bathroom 
deficiencies, were presented in the housing data highlights (See ' 
Tables 4-35, 4-36. 4-37 and 4-38. 

2. Unvented space heaters were found in homes in both middle and low 
income neighborhoods; they were most frequently found in urban 
neighborhoods (See Table 4-41). 

3. Residents reported the presence of rats within" the past year in 
over one-third of all low income neighborhood interviews, ^^-^^"^^^ 
is a rate four to seven times greater than that reported among )^'4,'^ 
middle and high income neighborhoods (See Table 4-42), 

4. Evidence or vermin other than rats were infrequently ' repoi:ted 
(See Table 4-43) . 

C . Housing O w nership and Cos_ts 

1- There was a strong tendency among urban ,set lings for middle and 
high l-«come nei,;hhorf^o()(i5 t^i have high rates c^i hor((e tr^nership, 
and in urban low incc^iDc neighborhooxi-^ for about one-- third of the 
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residents to rent* Rural low income neighborhoods were 
characterized by ownership, rather than rental (See Table 4-44), 
2* As indicated in Table 4-45, monthly rental costs are generally 
proportional to neighborhood household income. 
Housing Concerns 

1. Data on concerns about the lack of low-cost, low-rent housing 
were presented in the housing concern high^ghts (See Table 4^39 ) • 

2. Residents of urban low income neighborhoods reported the greatest 
frequency of concern with the condition of their neighborhood 
and its houses (See Table 4-46). 

3. Overcrowding in the area was most frequently cited by residents 
of low income urban neighborhoods (See Table 4-47). 

4. Concerns about p^or street lighting were most frequently reported 
by residents of both urban 3r\d rural low income neighborhoods 
(See Table 4-^8 )« 

5. Less than one-fifth of the respondents in all neighborhoods 
reported dissatisfaction with public housing (See Table 4-49). 

^ 6. While rodent, pest and dog control were not frequently reported as 
problems in any neighborhood, they were more often reported in 
middle and high income neighborhoods (See Table ^50). 
7. Few residents of any neighborhood expressed dissatisfaction with 
the^^erfforcement of their local housing code (See Table 



TABLE 4-21 
Roof Deficiencies Per Household* 







Urban 

* 




"Rural 


j, . HlRh • 


Middle 


Low 1 


Low 


Monon galla 


1 .00 

1 


f r— 

1 1 


.03 1 


.03 


Marion 


I .00 


.00 1 


.18 j 


.12 


Lewis 


i 

1 .00 


.26 1 




.03 




1 on 


.02 1 


.24 1 


.08 


Pendelton 




.06 1 




.17 


Boone 


I .00^ 1 

1 < 1 


.03 1 


.15 1 


,07a 


Raleigh 


1 .01 1 




.35 1 




Total 


1 1 1 


51 1 


86 ! 


37 


Frequency 


1 558 1 


484 1 


560 'i 


521 


Average 


.00 


' ^ 1 

.11 


.15 


.07 


Note: 


Figures were obt 


alned by dividing the total number of ^ 












deficiencies 


reported by the n 


umber of households 


surveyed. 




*Exterior Premise Analy 


sis- Roof: Loose 


or missing materials; 


sagging. 










^Datum 


Is from a middle 


Income rural Boone 


County neighborhood 


and is not in 


eluded in column 


total. 
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TABLE 4-22 
Neglected Outside Paint* 





County 1 




Urban 




Rural 




Hiah 


1 Middle" 


Low 1 


. Low 


Mohongalla • 1 


.00 




{ -09 1 


.08 


Marlon" 1 


.00 


1 .00 


! .94 1 


.19 


Lewis 1 


.01 


I .37 




.08 


Randolph i 


. .00 


1 .06 


1 . 16 1 


.06 


Pen del Con 1 




I' .06 


1 1 
1 1 


.86 


Boone i 


.r^ 


1 ^ 

I .09 


i . 18 1 


.17« 


Raleigh * ! 


• .01 




j .46 1 


■ .13 


Total 1 
Frequency | 


6 

610 


1« 58 

425 

• 


! 93 ! 
1 381 1 


60 

405 ■ •• ; 


1 


i 1 



Average .01 .14 .24 .15 

Note: Figures were obtained by dividing the total number of de- 
ficiencies reported by the number of houselicrids surveyed. 

^ *Exterior Premise Analysis. Paint: Neglected 

a . 

Datum is from a- middle income rural Boone County neighborhood 
*and is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-23 

Hi 

Chimney and Cornice Deficiencies Per Household* * 



County 




Urban 






i Rural 


1 Hirfi 


Middle 




Low 


1 Low 


Monongalia 


1 .00 




— 1 — 
I- 
1 
1 

1 


.02 


1 .07 


Marlon 


1 ^ ;.00 


j, • .00 . 


1 

1 

1 

1 
1 


.18 


1 .04 


Levis 


1 .00 


1 .01 ' 




! .01 


Randolph 


! .00 


. 1 .00 ' 


1 
1 
1 
1 


.20 


I .05 


Fendelton 


1 1 


1 .00 


1 

[ 

f 
1 
1 
1 




1 .00 


Boone 


1 .00 


! , .01 


.03 


1 .03^ 


Raleigh 


1 .00 




1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 


.21 


1 .02 


Total 

Frequency 


1 .0 
1 622 


1 3 
1 515 


-n — 

1 

1 

1 
\ 
1 
1 


56 

563 


i 18 
I 521 

J 


Average 


1 

.00 


i ■ 

.oi 


1 


.10 


.03 


- Note: 


Figures were 


obtained by dividing the total number of 


deficiencies 


reported by th 


e number households surveyed. 




*Exterior Premise Analysis. Chimneys 


and 


cornices : 


Cracks , 



rotted, or missing material; leaning. 



Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood 
and is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-24 
Outside Walls Deficiencies Per Household* 



County 






Urban 




1 Rural 






HlRh 


Middle 


Low 


j Low 


Monongalia 




.00 




1 .06 


I .06 


Marion 


j 


.00 


I .00 


1 .39 


1 .17 


Lewis 




.00 


1 .14 




1 .04 


Randolph 




.00 


1 .04 


I .19 


I .08 


Pendelton 






! .03 




! .12 


Boone 




.03 


1 .03 


! .13 


j .14^ 


Raleigh 




.01 




1 .39 


! .04 


Total 
Frequency 


-i— 


4 

622 


! _33 
1 515 


I 106 
1 563 


i 43 
! 521 


Average 




.01 


.06 


.19 


.08 



Note: Figures were obtained by dividing the total nuiAer of de- 
ficiencies reported by the number of households surveyed. 

*Exterior Premise Analysis. Outside Walls: Loose or missing 
material; Rotted or Open Cracks; Leaning. 

^Daturc is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood 
and is not in :luded in column total. 
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TABLE 4-25 



Door nn( 


Window Deficiencies Per Household* 






County 




Urb an 




Rural 




1 Hie;h 


, Middle 


Low 1 


Low 


Monongalia 


1 .00 




j . 10 I 


.18 


Marion 


' .00 


I ,00 


1 A9 ! 


. 20 


Lewis 


j .00 


j .18 




.06 


Randolph 


i -^^ 


1 .08 


j . 31 1 


.40 


Pen del ton 




I .08 




1.00 


Boone 




1 .06 


1 .12 ! 


.16^ 


Raleigh 


j ,00 




j .54 ! 


.12 


Total 

Frequency 


1 5 

[ 622 




[' 127 1 
j 523 ! 


122 
481 


Average 




} 

1 

.10 


.24 


.25 


Note: 


Figure? vorc 


oht-^Ined by aividing 


the total number 


of 



deficiencies reported by the number of households surveyed. 

*Exterior Prerise Analysi.s. Doors and Uindows. Breaks, Cracks 

in Panes; Loose o - ' -tip- ^r.ires; .'Screens (Missing, or torn), 
a 

Datum is fro- a middle IncoTiie rural Boone County neighborhood 
and is not includoc! in column total. 
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TABLE 4-26 

Porch and Steps Deficiencies Per Household* 



County { 




Urban 




1 Rural 




Hleh 


mddle 


Low 


i Low 


Monongalia | 


.00 




1 .13 


.22 


Marlon | 


.00 


I .00 


1 .41 


.31 


Lewis 1 


.01 


1 .26 




.08 


Randolph { 


.00 


1 .06 


1 .28 


.21 


Pendelton | 




I .05 


! 

1 j 


.29 


Boone | 


.07 


1 .03 


1 .14 1 


.25* 


Raleigh { 


.01 




! .62 


.06 


Total 1 
Frequency j 


9 

622 


1 59 
515 


i 151 1 
1 563 1 


98 
521 


1 

Average 


.01 


' .11 


' .27 


.19 



Note: Figures were obtained by dividing the total noirber of 

deficiencies reported by the ntnrber of households surveyed, 

^Exterior Premise Analysis. Outside Proches and Stairs: Rotted » 

ndsslng or broken materials » open cracks; sagging, 
a 

Datum Is from a middle Income rural Boone County neighborhood 
and Is not Included In column total. 
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TABLE 4-27 
Fotmdation Deficiencies Per Household* 









Urban 




1 Rural 




[ High 




Middle 


Low 


Low 


Monongalia i 


.00 






1 .04 


.07 


Marion { 


.00 




.00 


! .26 


.13 


Lewis { 


.04 




.02 




.01 


Randolph | 


.00 




.03 


1 .18 ] 


.05 


Pen del ton j 






.11 




.22 


Boone j 


.03 




.04 


! .14 j 


.14^ 


Raleigh j 


.01 


— i- 




i' .55 1 


.04 


Total 1 
Frequency i 


7 

619 


1 

1 

1 
1 

1 


14 
508 


{ 93 1 
! 534 1 


37 
499 


ill! 



Average .01 .03 .17 .07 

Note: Figures were obtained by dividi the total number of de- 



ficiencies reported by the number of households surveyed. 

*ExterIor Premise Analysis. Foundation: Loose or Missing 
Material; Open Cracks (Larger then pencil width); Sagging or Leaning. 

Datum Is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood 
and is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-28 

Percentage Households with One or More Abandoned Motor Vehicles* 



1 

County { 




Urban 




1 Rural 




HI eh 


Middle 


Low 


L_ Low 


Monongalia j 


1% 




j 5% 


1 17% 


Marion { 


0 


1 6Z 


1 5 


1 10 


Lewis { 


0 


! 0 




1 6 


Randolph { 


0 


i 2 


1 11 


! 0 


Pendelton | 




! 0 




1 8 


Boone { 


0 


1 18 


I 12 


9a 


Raleigh } 


0 




17 


! 14 


Total 1 

Frequency j 


, 1 

631 


1 22 
I 517 

\ , 


i 37 
441 

1 1 


45 
477 


Average 


0% 


1 

4% 


1 

8% 


9% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing the total number of 
affirmative responses by the total number of households surveyed. 

*Exterior Premise Analysis. Abandoned Motor Vehicles: One; 
l}wo or Three; More than Three. 

Datun. is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood 
and is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-29 

Percentage Households with Rubbish Accumulations* 



County 

Monongalia 

Marion 

Lewis 

Randolph 

Pen del ton 

Boone 

Raleigh 



Total 

Frequency- 



Urban 



High 



Middle 



Low 



Rural 



1% 
0 
0 
0 

9 

0 



9 

636 



8% 

9 

2 

0 

1 



Low 



19% 
42 

29 

32 

51 



28 
515 



146 
475 



35% 
25 

A 
20 
16 

7" 

7 



96 
526 



Average 1% s% 31% 18% 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing the total number of 

affirmative responses by the total number of households surveyed. 
♦Exterior Premise Analysis. Rubbish Accumulations: Detracts 

from the Premise; Detracts from Premise and adjacent property; Detracts 

from entire block frontage. 

^Datum Is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood 

and is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-30 

PercentagtJ Households with Neglected Landscaping* 



County 1 




Urban 




1 Rural 




HlRh 


Middle 


Low 


1 Low 


Monongalia i 


1% 


-T 


I 27Z 


1 42% 


Marion i 


0 


j 5% 


! 72 


1 25 


Lewis 1 


1 


1 26 




1 8 


Randolph i 


0 


1 2 


i 


1 23 


Pendelton i 




! 0 




i 


Boone i 


19 


! 12 


! 26 


1 45^ 


Raleigh i 


0 




1 76 


1 19 


Total 1 
Frequency i 


20 
636 


I 63 
1 515 


1 202 
1 476 


! 140 
j 526 
1 


i ! i i 



Average 3% 12% 42% 27% 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing the total number of 



affirmative responses by the total number of households surveyed. 

*Exterlor Premise Analysis. Landscaping: Neglected; Needs Main- 
tenance. 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighbot'hood 
and is not included in column total. 



ERIC 



90 



TABLE 4-31 

Percentage Households with Outside Well or Cistern* 



County j 




Urban 




1 Rural 




High 


Middle 


Low 


± Low 


Monongalia j 


0% 


I 


1 IZ 


1 0% 


Marion j 


0 


0% 


1 0 


1 0 


Lewis [ 


0 


0 




1 4 


Randolph j 


0 


0 


1 

13 


! 2 


Pendelton [ 




0 




1 48 


Boone [ 


1 j 


7 


0 


i 19^ 


Raleigh j 


0 ; 


1 
1 


1 


1 0 


Total 1 

Frequency j 


1 i 

620 j 


5 j 
513 1 


14 
557 


26 
519 


Average 


0% 


1% ' 




1 

3% 


- 

5% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing the total number of 
affirmative responses by the total number of households surveyed. 

*Exterior Premise Analysis. Outside Well or Cistern. 

^Datum is from a middle income rural Boone Countv neighborhood 
and is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-32 
Percentage Houfieholds with Pit Privy* 



County 




Urban 




j Rural 


i High 


Middle 


Low 


i Low 


Mononga] ia 


1 0% 




1 5% 


1 15% 


Marion 


I 0 


! 0% 


! 0 


1 ^ 


Lewis 


! 0 


1 0 


1 


1 3 


Randolph 


I 0 


i 0 




1 7 


Pendelton 




i 0 




1 17 


Boone 


I 0 


1 4 


i 0 
1 


i 


Raleigh 


1 0 




j 25 


Total 

Frequency 


1 0 
j 620 


! 5 
j 513 


1 _45 
j 557 


I 57 
1 519 


Average 


0% 


1% 


8% 


11% 


Note : 


Percentages were 


obtained by 


dividing the 


total number of 



affirmative responses by the total number of households surveyed. 
*Exterior Premise Analysis. Pit Privy 

^Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood 
and is not included in column total* 
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TABLE 4-33 

Number of Regularly Occupied Rooms in the House* 







Urban 




Pural 


Response 










! High 


1 Middle 


! Low j 


Low 


1-4 


1 11% 


i 16% 


1 34% j 


31% 


5-7 


! 66 


i 


! 60 1 


61 


8 or more 


i 23 


1 14 


i 6 I 


8 


Totals 


100% 


100% 


100% 


100% 


*077 How 


many regularly 


occupied rooms 


are in your housing 



unit? 
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TABLE 4-34 
Number of People Living In the House* 



Response 


f 
1 
1 

f- 




Urban 




1 Rural 




1 


HlKh 


Middle 


Low 


i Low 


1-3 
4-6 

7 or more 


1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

i 


58% 
39 
2 


i 68% 
1 30 
! 2 


-1 
1 

1 58% 

! 

! 34 

1 
1 

1 7 

1 
1 

1 


! 63% 
1 30 
1 6 

i 


1 1 1 1 



< I I i 

Totals 99% 100% 99% 995; 



*Q 1 How many people live In this housing unit and have no other 
usual address at which they live? 
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TABLE 4-35 
Housing Deficiencies Per Household* 



County [ 




U Lu cUl 




j (\urcix 




HiRh 


Middle 


Low 


{ Low 


Monongalia j 


A/ 1 

.04 j 




1 .07 




Marion } 


.01 j 


.02 


j 1.02 


j .29 


Lewis J 


.06 j 


.30 




i -72 


Randolph | 


.03 1 


.14 


j .53 


1 -27 


Pendelton { 








i -52 


Boone j 


.22 j 


.08 


I .81 


j .04^ 


Raleigh j 


.05 j 




i .61 


! .22 


Total } 
Frequency | 


37 1 
557 j 


45, 

310 


I 274 
1 548 


j 155 
j 444 


Average j 


.07 1 


.15 


j .50 


1 .35 



Note: Figures were derived by dividing the number of reported 
deficiencies out of a possible seven by the number of households in 
a cell. 



*Data are derived from the combination of two questions: Q78 
which, if any, of the following conditions exist in one or more of 
these regularly occupied rooms? 
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1. A room with no working heating system provided by the landlord 

2, A room without working electricity. 3. A room with no window 
or no daylight. 4. A room with no windows that can be opened or 
closed at will and with no mechanical ventilation. 

Q92 Does this housing unit have any of the following conditions 
in any of its rooms? !♦ Plumbing leaks 2. Frequent rain water 
leaks through ceilings, walls, windows or doors 3. Water collects 
on ceilings, walls, windows or doors 

^Datum is from a middle Income rural Boone Count\' neighborhood 
and is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-36 
Kitchen Deficiencies Per Household* 







Urban 




Rural 


County 












[ High 


1 Middle ^ 


Low j 


Low 


Monongalia 


i .00 


j { 


.10 j 


.27 


Marion 


i .00 


! .00 j 


.11 j 


.07 


Lewis 


1 .00 


1 .08 j 




.18 


Randolph 


1 .00 


1 .00 j 


.20 j 


.18 


Pen de It on 








.38 


Boone 


1 .01 


I .00 1 


.08 j 


.20^ 


Raleigh 


j .00 




.28 I 


.36 


Total 


! 2 


i 7 ! 


79 ! 


98 


r'raquency 


I 557 


1 310 ! 


548 1 


444 


Average 


1 .00 


1 .02 1 


.14 1 


.22 


Note: 


Figures were 


obtained by dividing 


the number of 


reported 



deficiencies out of six possible by the number of households. 

*Q90 Is there a kitchen sink inside this housing unit? 
Does it provide hot and cold running water and drain away waste water? 
Is there a gas or electric kitchen stove inside this housing unit?. 
Does it work? 

Is there a mechanical refrigerator inside the housing unit? Is it in 
working order? 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and is 
not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4--37 

Percentage of Households Reporting Lack of a Working Flush Toilet* 



County 


! 




Urban 


1 


Rural 




HlRh 


1 Middle 


Low 1 


Low 


Monongalia 


} 

1 


IZ 




i ! 


24% 


MaT'i on 




0 


I yj/o 


1 5 1 


5 






0 


! 0 






tvcuiQUxpri 




0 


! 0 


i 1 ? 1 




Pendelton 










28 


Boone 




0 


! 0 


! 4 ! 


20^ 


Raleigh 




0 




1 ! 


67 


Total 




1 


1 0 


i 68 ' 


106 


Frequency 




557 


'} 310 


1 548 1 


444 


Average 




OZ 


0% 


1 1 

12% 


23% 


Note: 


Percentages were obtained by 


dividing the number 


of report 


deficiencies 


by 


the number of households. 






*Q91 


Is 


there a 


flush toilet inside your housing unit? 


Does it 



Work? 

a 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-38 

Bathroom Sink, Tub or Shower Deficiencies Per Household'** 



County 




Urban 




1 Rural 




1 High 


Middle 


Low 


1 Low 


Monongalia 


1 .00 




.25 


1 .85 


Marion 


! .00 


! .00 


.40 


1 .25 


Lewis 


1 .on 


j .1] 




1 .43 


Randolph 


! .00 


! .02 


.40 


.64 


Pendelton 








.57 


Boone 


1 .00 


! .08 


.Of. 


.49^ 


Raleigh 


1 .00 




! .66 


1.45 


Total 
Frequency 


! 0 

1 557 


! 12 
i 310 


178 
548 


1 291 
1 444 


Average 


.00 


.04 


.32 


.65 


Note : 


Figures were 


obtained bv dividing 


the number of 


reported 



deficipncies out of three posf^iMe by the number of households, 

*n91 Is there a bathrooi^ sinV inside your bousin<: unit? Does 

it provide hot and cold running water and drain away waste water? Is 

there a bathtub or shower inside your housing unit? 
a 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone Countv neighborhood and 
is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-39 

Concern about Lack of Low- Cos t , Low-Rent Housing" 



Co un ty 




Urban 




j Rural 




j High 


1 Middle 


Low 


' Low 




1 137 




38% 


1 2 7% 


Marion 


1 ^ 


j 39% 


35 


j 57 


Lewis 


i 51 


j 61 




1 67 


Randolph 


16 


j 44 


37 


1 58 


Pendel ton 








j 45 




37 


i ^5 i 


87 


j 64^ 




6 




74 


1 53 


Total 1 
i'requency j 


88 
557 


j 115 1 
I 310 ! 


279 
548 


j 221 
j 444 



Average " 16% ' 37% ' 51% 50% 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "concerned" responses 
' ■■ the tota] nuMber of responses. 

=■^'1050 For each condition Vm about to read, please tell me if the 
condition exists and if it does exist whether you are concerned or un- 
concerned about it. Th.ere is not enough low-rost. low- rent housing in 
tbo area, 
a 

DatuH' is from a middle income rural Boor¥> County neighbort^ood and 
is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-40 
Number of Bedrooms in the House* 



Response 




Urban 




1 Rural 


1 High 


Middle 


Low 


! Low 


0-1 


i 1% 


1 7% 


1 8% 


1 9% 


2-3 


i ^3 


i 74 


1 80 


1 75 


over 4 


j 25 


i 


1 10 


1 15 


Totals 


' 99% 


' 99% 


' 98% 


99% 


*Q81 How many bedrooms 


do you have? 


Count rooms 


used only for 



sleeping. 
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TABLE 4-4 i 

Percentage of Households with I'lUimcJ Stiace I'eaters* 



County 1 




rrb.'i-^ 




I Rural 




High 




Low 


I Low 


Monongalia i 


1% 




i' 1 0°' 


' 107 


Marion i 


0 


1 2 


! 44 


1 14 


Lewis 1 


0 


[ o o 




j 3 


Randolph i 


0 


! 9 


1 13 


i 


Pen del ton i 










.^one 1 


6 




1 ^ 


I 2 7^ 


R.i 1 e i sh 1 


0 




1 7 


1 2 


Total 1 
Frequency ] 


6 

545 


I 38 
j 308 


! 79 
[ 530 


! 3^ 

I 435 


Average 


1% 


' 12% 


' 15% 


' 8% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividins the nurber of inter- 
view observations of unvented space heaters bv tljp number of households 
per cell. 



*0 115 Unvented space heaters present? (Observed by the inter- 
viewer eitlier by walking about the housing ur.it jfcer obtaining per- 
mission, or by observing from the soot vhcre th ■ iuervit. .: v .is ^^on- 
ducted in the event that permission to move nbout is not prantod). 

Datum Is from a middle income rural ^rone County neighborhood and 
is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-42 

Percentage of Households Reporting Presence of Rats* 



County 




Urban 




1 Pural 




High 


, Middle 


, Low 


j Low 


Monongalia 


10% 




j 31% 


j 58% 


Marion i 


3 


} 2% 


36 


I 21 


Lewis 1 


3 


1 ^ 




j 18 


Randolph j 


1 


r 1 


36 


i 1^ 


Pen del ton j 








I 48 


Boone j 


9 


{ 83 


37 


j 32^ 


Raleigh j 


5 




63 


j 58 


Total j 
Frequency i 


128 
557 


j 27 

1 i 


210 
548 


1 154 
I 444 


Average 


5% 


8% ' 


38% 


' 35% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing the number of af- 
firmative responses by the number of households per cell. 

*089 Within the last year, have you seen any rats or signs of 
rats in or near this building? 

Datum Is from a middle Income rural Boone County neighborhood 
and is not Included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-43 

Percentage of Households with Presence of Vermin other than Patsi'' 



County 


-* — 




Urban 




1 Rural 






High 


Middle 


Low 


j Low 


Monongalia 




10% 




1 

i 1% 


1 0% 


^farion 


j 


0 


0 


19 


I ° 


Lewis 




0 


1 




j 1 


Randolph 




1 


1 


0 


I 0 


Pendelton 










I 2 


Boone 




5 


0 


8 


j 0^ 


Raleigh 




0 




9 


1 2 


Total 
Frequency 




14 ! 

557 


2 

310 j 


35 
548 


! ^ 

j 444 


Average 




1 

3% 


1% ' 


6% 


' 1% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing the number of interviewer 
observations of vermin by the number of housholds per cell, 

*Q117 (Observed by the interviewer, either by walking about the 
housing unit after obtaining permission, or by observing from the spot 
where the interview was conducted in the event that permission to move 
about is not granted,) Other vermin or vermin signs observed? 

Datum Is from a middle Income rural Boone County neighborhood 
and is not Included In column total. 
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TABLE 4-44 
Home Ofcmershlp* 



Response j 




Urban 




1 Rural 
1 




HiRh 


Middle 


Low 


j Low 


Rented j 


9% 


j 1 

1 19% 1 
i i 


31% 


i 17% 
1 


Cooperative | 


0 


1 1 ! 

1 1 


4 


1 

1 0 

1 


CXmed { 


82 


1 78 i 

1 1 


57 


1 

1 71 

1 


Occupied, 1 
no rent | 


2 


1 1 
1 1 

1 1 

-H [ 


5 


1 7 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 


Totals 


93% 


1 1 

' 99% ' 


97% 


' 95% 



*93 Is your hotising unit — 1) rented for cash rent 2) a cooperative 
or condominium which is owned or being bought by you or someone else in 
this hoiisehold 3) owned or being bought by you or someone else in this 
household 4) occupied without payment of cash rent 
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TABLE 4-45 
Monthly Rent Costs* 



Response 




Urban 




1 Rural 


1 Hiah 


Middle 


Low 


' Low 


$0-49 


1 24% 


i 45% 


i 61% 


I 77% 


$50-99 


1 41 


1 48 


1 34 


! 22 


$100-149 


1 22 


1 3 


i 5 


i 0 


$150-199 


! 11 


1 3 


i 0 


1 1 


Totals 


' 98% 


1 

' 99% 


' 100% 


i 

' 100% 


*Q94 


Which of the following categories 


best describe 


this 



household's monthly rent? 
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TABLE 4-46 

Concern about Condition of Neighborhood and Its Houses* 



Countv 




Urban 




j Rural 




HiBh 


, Middle 


, Low 


j Low 


Monongalia 


32% 




j 13% 


j 14% 


Marion i 


3 


0% 


1 43 


j 12 


Lewis 1 


5 


27 




j 30 


Randolph i 


3 


9 


1 26 


j 23 


Pendelton i 










Boone i 


20 


58 


I 20 


j 25a 


Raleigh ! 


2 




j 82 


i 


Total j 
Frequency i 


56 1 
557 


40 
310 


167 

1 548 


! 73 
{ 444 


Aver age ' 


10% ' 


13% 


' 30% 


' 16% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "concerned" responses 
by the total number of responses. 

*Q105H For each condition I'm about to read, please tell me if the 
condition exists and if it does exist whether you are concerned or un- 
concerned about it. The condition of the neighborhood and its houses is un- 
satisfactory. 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
is not included In column total. 
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TABLE 4-47 
Concern about Overcrowding In the Area* 



1 


Urban 


Rural 




HiRh 




Middle 


Low ! 


Low 


Monongalia 


ox 






8Z 1 


21 


Marlon 


3 




OX 


5 


12 


Lewis 
Randolph 


8 

0 


1 
1 

1 


8 

9 


20 


1 
7 


Pendelton 
Boone 


18 




25 


21 


2 
26* 


Raleigh 

1 


1 

1 
1 







7 




5 


Total 
Frequency 




i ^ 
I 557 

1 


— i — 


2] 
310 

1 


64 
548 

U , 


24 
444 



Average 4% 7% 12Z 5% 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "concerned*' responses 

by the total nund>er of responses* 

*Q105I For each condition I*m about to read, please tell me If 

the condition exists » and If It does exist whether you are concerned or 

unconcerned about It* The area Is overcrowded* 

^Datum Is from a middle Income rural Boone County neighborhood and 

Is not Included In column total* 
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TABLE 4-48 
Concern about Poor Street Lighting* 



County 1 




Urban 




I Rural 
1 

1 




HiRh 


Middle 


Low 


j Low 


Monongalia i 


127. 




j 18% 


1 

} 51% 


Marion i 


4 


1 5% 


42 


1 

1 

1 22 

i u 


Lewis 1 


27 


I 25 




Randolph > 


14 


i 26 


69 


1 

8 

1 


Pendelton i 








i 10 

1 


Boone i 


23 


i 17 


13 


1 

1 40 

j . 

1 
1 


Raleigh i 


1 




87 


Total 1 

Frequency i 


65 

557 


I 310 


214 
548 


t 

1 

1 116 
j 444 
1 


II II 



Average 12% 19% 39% 26% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "concerned" responses 
by the tofal number of responses. 

^105J For each condition I'm about to read please tell me if the 
condition exists, and if it does exist whether you are concerned or un- 
concerned about it. Poor street lighting. 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-49 
Dissatisfaction with Public Housing* 



County 




Urban 








Rural 




I Rieh 


Middle 






Low 1 


Low 


Mon ongalia 


1 13 a 








12% 1 


7% 


Marion 


\ 1 


i 1% 






13 I 


20 


Lewis 


1 57 


' 35 








1 a 
10 


Randolph 


! 8 


j 20 






2 I 


30 


Pendelton 












19 


Boone 


i 27 


i 0 


1 

1 
j 


13 1 


8^ 


Raleigh 


1 5 




11 1 


22 


Total 

Frequency 


1 93 

1 557 


1 59 

1 310 

\ 






59 j 
548 j 


81 
444 


Average 


17% 


1 

17% 


— 


- 


j 

11% 


18% 


Notp: 


Percentages were 


obtained by 


dividing dissatisfied 


responses 



by the total number of responses. 

*Q104J Please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied 

with these services. Public Housing, 
a 

Datum Is from a middle Income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
Is not Included In column total. 
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TABLE 4-50 

Dissatisfaction with Rodent, Pest and Dog Control 



County { 




Urban 






Rural 




HlRh 


Middle 




Low ! 


Low 


Monongalia ■ 


2Z 






0% 1 


0% 


Marlon j 


3 


2Z 




2 


0 


Lewis 1 


8 


7 i 






3 


Randolph j 


5 


7 




0 


4 


Pendelton } 
Boone } 


9 


8 




0 


0 
3* 


Raleigh j 


1 






0 




Total ] 
Frequency 


22 
557 


1 310 

ii . ■ 




2 

548 


1 5 
j 444 

\ ' 


Average 


4% 


1 
1 

6% 




0% 


1% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "dissatisfied" re 
sponses by the total number of responses • 



*0103G On the basis of your own experience, or from what you've 
heard or read, please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied 
with the following services. Hodent, Pest and Dog Control. 

^Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-51 

Diss<itl sfact i'tn with Housing Code Inspection* 



1 

County 1 




Urban 




i Rural 






Middle 


1 Low 


1 Low 


Monongalia i 


2- 


1 


0% 


1 0% 

1 
1 

0 


M.irirn i 


7 


07 


3 


T ew i p 1 


0 


4 




3 


Randolph i 


0 


1 


1 


0 


Pend^lton i 








0 


Boone i 


A 


0 


0 


1 


Raleigh I 


1 




0 


0 


Total 1 


J 1 


1 

1 

4 1 

no ' 
1 


4 

548 


2 

444 




: 1 


! 




Averflcp 


2Z 


17 


1% 


1% 



Note: ?errertr\p:e<^ wero nMrrfnod by dividing "dissatisfied" re- 
«5ponsos by tlu total nuitbtfr of fesr'^n<?os. 

*^101"P On the basis of your ov;n oyperlence, or from what you've 
read, please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with 
the following services. Housing Code Inspection. 

^Dntum is fr-^'P n rriddl*^ Inromo rurnl Boone County neighborhood 
and is not Included in rohimn tot«TK 
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Part Three; Human Sar vices 

This section contains data, largely attitudinal » regarding neighborhood 
residents* views of various human services, both private and public, in 
their communities. While feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with 
dimensions of community life varied, depending upon the particular neigh- 
borhood and questionnaire item being focused upon, there was a strong 
tendency for residents from both urban ard rural low income neighborhoods 
to report dissatisfaction and concern with numerous human services. 

These data are highlighted by the following: 

A. Recreation 

1. Virtually one-third of the residents of all neighborhoods expressed 
dissatisfaction with recreation for children, teenagers, and 
adults (See Tables 4-52, 4-53, and 4-54). 

2. Over 40% of the respondents in middle and low income neighbor- 
hoods expressed their concern with the lack of neighborhood 
parks and playgrounds, a problem about which only 20% of the 
residents of urban high income neighborhoods expressed concern 
(See Table 4-55) . 

B. Transportation 

1. Over 20Z of middle and low income households sampled were without 
a means of private transportation (See Table 4-56). 

2. While there was a tendency for residents of middle income neigh- 
borhoods to voice dissatisfaction with public transportation, this 
was most typical of residents of middle and high income neighbor- 
hoods in Lewis, Randolph, and to some extent, Marion, counties 
(See Table 4-5?) . 
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3. Considerable disi?atlsf action with street and road conditions 

and maintenance were expressed by residents of all neighborhoods, 
ranging from about one-fifth of the high income urban neighbor- 
hood respondents to one-half of the low Income rural neighborhood 
respondents (See Table 4-58). 
Commerce 

1. Residents of low Income neighborhoods, particularly low Income 
rural neighborhoods, were concerned about the Inconvenience 

of their neighborhood to transportation, shopping, schools and 
other services (See Table 4-59). 

2. Residents of low Income neighborhoods, particularly rural neigh- 
borhoods, were concerned about harsh policies of their neighbor- 
hood stores (See Table 4-60). 

3. Concern about a lack of neighborhood food stores was true of 
certain neighborhoods at all Incoms levels, but was particularly 
noticeable among low Income neighborhoods (Sss Table 4-61). 

4. Almost one-half of all respondents In low Income urban neighbor- 
hoods were concerned about the lack of neighborhood drug stores; 
the concern was shared by residents of low Income rural neighbor- 
hoods (See Table 4-62). 

5. Residents of low inco'i\*e neighborhoods were concerned about the 
lack of neighborhood laundromats (See Table 4-63) . 

Income and Employment 
1. Table 4-64 indicates the percent of households in all neighbor- 
hoods falling within each of the three Income brackets in the 
present study. In effect, this table serves to validate the 
initial categorizing of neighborhoods. 
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2» Lack of income was a pervasive concern among low income neighbor- 
hood residents. This concern was from four to five times as 
great among all low income neighborhoods as among all high 
income neighborhoods (See Table 4-65;, 
3. Lack of work or working hours was a pervasive concern among 
residents of low income neighborhoods (See Table 4-66) , 
i.. Local Government 

1. There was a tendency for direct political or social action to 
deal with neighborhood conditions to have been taken by residents 
of lower rather than upper income neighborhoods (See Table 4-67), 

2. The residents of high and middle income urban neighborhoods felt 
themselves represented in local government to a greater extent 
than did residents of low income urban and rural neighborhoods 
(See Table 4-68) , 

3. Virtually all neighborhoods reported a concern about a lack of 
police protection in their neighborhood (See Table 4-69 )• 

Other findings regarding human services were as follows: 
\ . Recreation 

1, All recreation findings were indicated in the data highlights 
(See Tables 4-54, 4-53, 4-52, 4-55). 
Transportation 

1. Ownership of vehicles and concerns with public transportation 
and street conditions were indicated in the data highlights 
(See Tables 4-56, 4-57 and 4-58). 

2. A concern with traffic conditions was reported in all samples, 
but was particularly true of middle and high income urban neigh- 
borhoods (See Table 4-70), 
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C. Commerce 

1. Commerce reLied findings were reported in the data highlights 
(See Tables A- 5y, 4-6Z, 4-60, 4-63, 4-61). 

2. Rural low income neighborhoods were particularly concerned 
about tluf pr-'Sc:nce ol too many bars in the area of the neigh- 
borhood U'^^ Tcbio 4-/1). 

D. Income and L: ;> . . - >/: 

1. Data ree.^.rc-'^g ipcone and employment were indicated in the 
data highli:-nts (See Tables 4-64, 4-65, and 4-66). 

2. Table ' ' ' ■-it.\^ sources of income for all samples; the 
major difu^^* -i. ^.^ross income groups was in the tendency for 
high income neighborhood residents to be self-employed. 

3. No neig'r.' r ' li sample seened dissatisfied with employment services 
(See lab. 4*73). 

E. Local Governmt::n 

1. Findings rug -rdlng social action, representation in government, 
and iaci, of p . protection were reported in the data highlights 



2. 



V7ith t:he eiicce(>tlo<r- of 3 neighborhoods in Boone County, there was 



lit-Llc concern abour ovornctive neighborhood action groups (See 



3- 



With the cXMpi..c." neighborhoods in Boone County, there was 



little 



^ t -fa^^rs running neighborhood programs 



(See Tahlo H~7b) 



4. 



A nuniht ' of low 



p,. ! 'j>-n and rural neighborhoods, as well 



as hig 



!• dn3 mldd.t. ml.*'" ighborhoods in Boone County, were 
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6. 



7. 



8. 



9. 



10. 



11. 



12. 



concerned that neip.hborhood action groups did not represent 
the people's interests (See Table 4-76). 

While most respondents in all neighborhoods reported that the 
police treated them fairly, this was less true for rural neigh- 
borhoods (See Table 4-77). 

Few people were dissatisfied with existing levels of police 
protection (See Table 4-78). 

With the exception of one middle income urban neighborhood in 
Randolph County, most neighborhood residents reported satisfaction 
with their courts (See Table 4-79). 

About one-fifth of the residents of middle and low income neighbor- 
hoods expressed dissatisfaction with jails, correctional facilities 
and probation. With the exception of one rural low income neigh- 
borhood, few low income residents expressed this attitude (See 
Table 4-80). 

Virtually all respondents expressed satisfaction with fire protec- 
tion (See Table 4-81). 

With the exception of one middle income urban neighborhood, virtually 
all residents expressed satisfaction with water, light, and power 
services (See Table 4-82). 

Middle income urban neighborhood residents tended to express more 
concern with their schools than did residents of high or low 
income neighborhoods. This concern was virtually unexpressed among 
low income neighborhoods (See Table 4-83). 

A greater number of residents of middle and high income neighbor- 
hoods expressed concern with welfare and public assistance administra- 
tion than residents of low income neighborhoods (See Table 4-84). 
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2. 



tation and Pollution Control 

Considerable dissatisfaction was expressed regarding sewage 
disposal; this was less true of residents of low income urban 
neighborhoods than of other neighborhood samples (See Table 4-85). 
Few neighborhood residents expressed dissatisfaction with trash 
or garbage collection (See Tables 4-^86 and 4-87). 
Both air and water pollution controls were sources of dissatis- 
faction among urban and rural neighborhood residents. These 
concerns were more frequently expressed regarding water pollu- 
tion (See Tables 4-88 and 4-89). 
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TABLE 4-52 

Dissatisfaction with Recreation for Children 



County I 




Urban 




1 Pural 




HiKh 


Middle 


Low 


1 Low 


Monongalia i 


24% ! 




I 23% 


1 22% 


Marion | 


24 i 


15% 


! 28 


I 33 


Lewis 1 


90 j 


61 




1 51 


Randoloh 1 


12 I 


34 


i 


i 


Pendelton i 








I 48 


Boone i 


60 1 


17 


1 47 


I 31^ 


Raleigh ! 


29 1 




25 


1 


Total 1 
Frequency i 


214 1 
557 ! 


108 
310 


150 
548 


1 172 
j 444 


Average 


38Z 




35% 


27% 


39% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "dissatisfied" 
responses by the total nuniber of responses • 

*0104D Please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied 
with these services. Recreation for Children. 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood 
and is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-53 

Dissatisfaction with Pecreation for Teenagers* 



nil L.y 1 




Urban 






1 Rural 

1 
1 




High 


Middle 




Low 


j Low 


Monongalia { 


26% 1 






26% 


1 23% 


Marion | 


29 j 


18% 


i 


29 


1 34 


Lewis 1 


86 j 


65 






1 ^2 


Randolph I 


19 i 


34 




18 


! 55 


Pen del ton | 










! 50 


Boone | 


59 1 


17 




51 


i 31^ 


Raleigh | 


30 1 






20 


I 31 


Total 1 
Frequency ' 


222 1 
557 1 

i 


114 

3in 


— i- 


157 
548 


1 168 
1 444 




Average 


1 

40% 


37% 




29% 


1 

38% 



Note: Percent ages were obtained bv dividing "dissatisfied" re- 
sponses by the total number of responses • 



*0104C Please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied 
with these services. Recreation for Teenagers, 

^Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood 
and is not included in column total* 



ERLC 



0134 
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TABLE A-54 

Dissatisfaction with Recreation for Adults* 



I Urban i Pural 

County J ^ ! 

I High Middle ^ Low j Low" 

Mcnonpalia j 11% | | 23% | 12% 

Marion | 11 | 8% | 27 | 32 

Lewis I 15 I 55 I | 59 

Randolph | 18 | 34 I 10 I 50 

Pendelton j { } [24 

Boone | 61 j 17 | 51 | 31^ 

Raleigh i 21 j I 22 | 25 



Total I 122 I I Ihl I 150 

Frequency 1 557 | 310 1 548 | 444 

\ 1 i \ 

Average 31% 31% 26% 34% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "dissatisfied" responses 

by the total number of responses. 

*0104B Please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with 

these services. Recreation for Adults # 
a 

Datum is from a middle income rural Bopne County neighborhood and is 
not inculded in column total. 



ERLC 



0135 
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TABLE 4-55 

Concern about Lack of Neighborhood Parks and Playgrounds* 



County 1 




I'rban 




i Pura) 




HiRh 


Middle 


Low 


j Low 


Monongalia | 


17% 




j 367. 


} 60% 


Marion j 


0 


1 21? 


1 17 


j 27 


Lewis 1 


51 


1 55 




j 53 


Randolph j 


9 


I 46 


I 39 


1 39 


Pendelton j 








{ 50 


Boone j 


45 


! 58 


1 47 


1 83^ 


Raleigh { 


7 




1 84 


I 64 


Total j 
Frequency i 


111 
557 


i 128 
! 310 


I 231 
} 544 


I 210 
} 444 



Average 20% 41% 422 475^ 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "concerned" responses 
by the total number of responses, 

*0105K For each condition I'm about to read, please tell me if the 
condition exists, and if it does exist whether you are concerned or un- 
concerned about it. Neighborhood does not have enough adequate narks 
and playgrounds, 
a 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
is not included in column total, 
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TABLE 4-56 
Ownership of Car, Truck, or Motorcycle* 



County 

Monongalia 

Marlon 

Lewis 

Randolph 

Pendelton 

Boone 

Raleigh 



JUgh. 
88% 
95 
96 
97 

92 
95 



Urban 
Middle 

68Z 

78 

82 

92 



Low 
85Z 
47 

72 

77 
62 



Rural 
Low 
82% 

8n 

66 
97 
85^ 
69 



Total 
Frequency 



T 



523 
567 



239 
311 



+ 



378 
524 



343 
440 



Average 94X 77% 72% 78% 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing affirmative responses 

by the total number of responses. 

*070 Do you or someone in this household own a working car, truck, 

motorcycle or motor scooter? 
a 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
is not Included in column total* 



013, 
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TABLE 4-57 

Dissatisfaction with Public Transportation* 



County 1 




Urban 




1 Pural 




High 


Middle 


Low 


1 Low 


Monongalia i 


0% 




1 3% ' 


i n% 


Marion i 


7 


j 5% 


1 1 


1 0 


Lewis 1 


22 


1 14 






Randolph i 


3 


1 39 


1 0 . 


! 7 


Pendelton i 








! 0 


Boone t 


2 


i ^ 


j 0 


i 5^ 


Raleigh ! 


0 




1 0 


i 2 


Total 1 
Frequency i 


25 
557 


• -63 
1 310 


! 7 
1 548 


1 9 
1 444 


■ i i i 



Average 5% 20% 1% 2% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "dissatisfied" responses 
by the total number of responses. 

*Q103J On the basis of your own experience, or from what you've 
heard or read, rlease tell me wh£:/Ker you are satisfied or dissatisfied 
with the following services. Public Transportation. 

^Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
is not induced in column total. 



ERIC 



0136 



124 



TABLE 4-58 

Dissatisfaction with Street and Road Conditions and Maintenance* 



County ] 




Urban 




1 Rural 
1 




HiRh 


Middle 


Low 


j Low 


Monongalia ' j 






j 26% 


r '52% 


Marion ] 


11 


1 38^ 


1 ^2 


i 70 


Lewis j 


58 


■j 38 




i 28 


Randolph j 


19 


1 18 


j 32 


! 61 


Pendelton j 








1 33 


Boone j 


13 


j 8 


1 35 


i 11^ 


Raleigh j 


13 




j 7 


i 38 


Total j 
Frequency i 


124 
557 


i _90 

; 310 


j 173 
1 548 


1 221 
i 444 


1 1 1 I'- 
ll II 



Average 22% 29% 32% 50% 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "dissatisfied" responses 



by the total number of responses. 

*Q104F Please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with 
these services. Street and Road Conditions and Maintenance. 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and is 
not iiT'.luded in column total. 
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TABLE 4-59 

Concern about Inconvenience of Neighborhood to 
Transportation, Shopping, Schools, and Other Services* 



County 




I'ro an 






j Pural 




- -Hi2h - - 


Middle - 




Low 


! Low 


Monongalia 


8% 




j 


14% 


1 48% 


Marion | 


1 


j 1% 




14 


i 12 


Lewis j 


18 


13 






i 54 


Randolph j 


0 


11 




15 


! 51 


Pen del ton j 










j 24 


Boone j 


17 


33 


i 
1 

1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 


4 


I a 
1 55 


Raleigh | 


0 




63 


i 16 


Total j 
Frequency j 


36 

557 1 


29 

310 


1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
I 


106 
548 


1 156 
j 444 



Average 6% 9% 19% 35% 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "concerned" responses 

by the total number of responses* 

*0105A For each condition I am about to read, please tell me whether 

or not the condition exists, and if it does exist whether you are concerned 

or unconcerned about it. Neighborhood is inconvenient to transportation, 

shopping, schools, and other services. 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 

is not Included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-60 

Concern about Harsh Policies of Neighborhood Stores' 



County 1 




Urban 




Rural 




HlKh 


Middle 


Low j 


Low 


Monongalia ] 


5% 




I 9% I 


37% 


Marion ] 


0 


j 12 


1 2 1 


8 


Lewis 1 


18 


1 11 




41 


Pandolph | 


1 


I 9 


1 17 1 


24 


Pendelton | 








21 


Boone ] 


16 


j 42 


1 19 i 


283 


Raleigh | 


1 




1 62 i 


53 


Total j 
Frequency \ 


34 
557 


j 26 
j 310 


1 101 ! 

1 548 1 


130 
444 



I I It 

Average 6% 8% 18% 29% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "concerned*' responses 
by the total number of responses. 

*ni05C For each condition I*m about to read, please tell me whether 

or not the condition exists, and if it does exist whether you are concerned 

or unconcerned about it. Policies of neighborhood stores are hard on people, 
a 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and is 
not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-61 

Concern about Lack of Nei ehborhood Food Stored 



Coun tv 




Urb an 




V 
1 


Pural 




Hi eh 


Middle 


Low 


■H- 


, Low 


- 

Monongalia 


2% 




1 

I 14% 


-j~ 


20'A 


Marion 


0 


1 0% 


! 20 


1 


0 


Lewis 1 


32 


1 19 






45 


Randolph i 


1 


1 / 


! 18 




16 


Pendelton i 










17 


l^oone 1 


22 


! 50 


! 38 




49^ 


Raleigh | 


1 




1 62 




5 


Total 1 
Frequency j 


28 
557 


1 30 
! 330 


! 145 
1 548 




75 
444 


Ave rage 


5% 


107 


26% 




17°/ 


NotQ: Percentages were 


obtained bv 


dividing "concerned" 


responses 



!<V' the total number of responses. 



*Ol05F For oach condition I'm about to read, please tell me whether 

or not the condition exists, and if if does exist whether you are concerned 

about it. Neighborhood does not :^avc enough food stores, 
a 

Datum is from a middle incon>^ rura] Boone County neighborhood and is 
not included in column tot:il. 
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TABLE 4-62 

Concern about Lack of Drug Stores In the Neighborhood* 



I Urban i Rural 

County I j 

I High ^ Middle ^ Low j Low " 

Monongalia \ 26% | ' ' | 46% '| 4o% 

Marlon { 1 9% 1 12 | 48 

Lewis I 2 I 0 i I 52 

Randolph j 1 | 4 | 13 | 62 

Pendelton | { ) | 62 

Boone } 17 | 50 j 3 | 27^ 

Raleigh | 1 ,' i 79 | 31 



Total I __23 I _20 | JL78 | 216 

Frequency ! 557 | 310 | 548 | 444 

\ i i \ 

II II 

Average A% 6% 32% 49% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "concerned" responses 
by the total nunfcer of responses. 

*Q105B For each condition I'm about to read, please tell me whether 
or not the condition exists, and if it does exist whether you are concerned 
or unconcerned about it. Neighborhood does not have enough drug stores. 

^Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-63 

Concern about Lack of Neighborhood Laundromats 



County 






Urban 




1 Rural 




, Hifih 


Middle 


Low 


! Low 


Monongalia 


— 


2% 




j 20% 


j 31% 


Marlon 


j 


1 


1 3% 


I 24 


1 1 


Lewis 




8 


I ^ 




1 57 


Randolph 




3 


1 ^ 


! 18 


1 36 


PendelCon 










1 17 


Boone 




20 


1 58 


j 6 


j 17^ 


Raleigh 




34 




j 67 


I 45 


Total 
Frequency 




79 
557 


! 20 
1 310 


i 135 
1 548 


1 132 
I 444 


Average 




14% 


6% 


25% 


30% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "concerned" responses 
by the total number of responses. 

*Q105D For each condition I'm about to read, please tell me whether 
or not the condition exists, and if it does exist whether you are concerned 
or unconcerned about it. Neighborhood does not have enough laundromats. 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
is not Included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-64 
Total Yearly Income before Taxes* 



Response | 




Urban 




j Rural 




Hi2h 


Middle 


- Low 


\ -Loiv' 


$0-4900 1 


8% 


1 23% 


59% 


1 53% 


$4900-10000 1 


36 


i 55 


3^ 


j 39 


$10,000 + 1 
[ 


56 


i 22 

i 


8 

L 


1 ^ 


Totals 


100% 


j 1 

100% 


101% 


100% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing the number of responses 
in each category by the total number of responses. 

*Q101 Including salaries, wages, and all other sources of income, 
which of the following categories best describe this household's total 
yearly income before taxes? 
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TABI.K 4-65 

(foiiconi al)out I.nrk of Tnconie* 



County j 




Urban 




j Rural 




H i 


Middle 


Lov 


[ Low 


Monongal ia i 


3 




j 33% 




Marion j 


'i 






j 57 


Lewis j 








1 38 


Randolph ' 


1 I 


1 n 




j 57 


Pendelton i 








1 50 


Boone • 






j 03 


1 


Raleigh j 

! 




1 


1 88 


j 64 


Total 1 
Frequency \ 




j 310 
1 

-i , 


j 323 
} 548 


j 218 
1 444 


Average 


J i" 




507 




Note: [*erctMit 


t ). t r 




ivlcMiii^ concerned" resnonses 


h\-- the toUil p.tirln^r 










*0]06A 


1 






n l! i s .iro<i, and 


if so whether vnn ,\ 








• do not have en on 


income. 










^Datum is frcr 


.> V'i 


>!'Me mc-nnif rur-i! 


Roono rpun 


PC trhhoH>ood and 



is not inclu(it'n ir ('I'l-v^ r 1 ) i^. 
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TABLE 4-66 

Concern about Lack of Work or Working Hours* 







Urban 




Pural 


County 










! High 


Middle 


Low „ j 


Low 


Monongalia 


j 0% 




1 24% j 


18?' 


Marion 


j 0 


1 3% 


1 24 1 


41 


Lewis 


1 30 


i 26 


1 j 


14 


Randolph 


j 7 


j 24 


j 39 1 


65 


Pendelton 








31 


Boone 




j 42 


I 88 1 


75 


Raleigh 


1 3 




{ 84 1 


38 


Total 


1 A6 


1 58 


1 236 j 


152 


Frequency 


I 557 


j 310 


1 548 j 


444 


Average 


' 8% 


' 19% 


' 43% ' 


34% 


Note : 


Percentages were 


obtained by 


dividing "concerned" 


responses 


by the total 


number of responses. 






*0106C 


Please tell me 


if these conditions exist in this 


area, and 



if so whether you are concerned or unconcerned* People do not have enough 

work or working hours* 
a 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
is not Included in column total* 
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TABLE 4-67 
Political and Social Actiori* 



Response 



Called or 
written an 
official 

Formed or 
attended a 
neighborhood 
organization 

Signed a 
petition 

Tried to do 

something 

myself 

Talked to 
landlord 

Cave money 
to help 




*0107 There are many ways of trying to deal with conditions in a 
neighborhood. In attempting to deal with neijzbHorhood conditions, have 
you ever done any of the following in this neighborhood? 
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TABLE 4^68 
Representation in Local Government* 



1 

County 


: 


Urban 




■ T 

1 
1 

— 1- 


Rural 




Hifih 


Middle 


Low 




Low 


. 

Monongalia 


86% 




I 84% 


— j- 


• 

20% 


Mari on 


77 


I 83% 


48 




53 


Lewis 


58 


1 72 






45 


Randolph 


14 


1 93 


50 




57 


Pendelton 










52 


Boone 


79 


1 100 


78 




43" 


Raleigh 


90 




12 




51 



Total ! 
Frequency \ 



418 
557 



257 
310 



337 
548 



199 
444 



Average 75% 83% 61Z 45% 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "agree" responses bv 

the total number of responses. 

*110A Please tell me whether you agree or disagree with each of 

the following statements. The people in this neighborhood are represented 

in the local government, 
a 

Datum is from a middle income rural Roone County neighborhood and is 
not included in column total. 



ERIC 



nib 



135 



TABLE A-69 

Lack of Police Protection in the Neighborhood* 







Urban 




1 Piit-aI 
* r\ui. ci X 


County 










j HiKh 


Middle 


Low 


1 Low 


Monongalia 










Marion 


i 


61Z ! 


42 


j A7 


Lewis 


1 52 

1 


3A j 




j 37 


Randolph 


! 2^ 


32 j 


52 


j 73 


Pendelton 








1 26 


Boone 




50 j 


21 


1 55^ 


Raleigh 


1 59 




67 


! 


Total 
Frequency 


j 252 
1 557 


131 1 


266 
5A8 


1 220 
j AA4 


Average 


45% 


42% 




50% 


Note : 


Percentages were 


obtained by dividing "agree" 


responses by 



the total nunfcer of responses. 

*0110C Please tell me whether you agree or disagree with each of 
the following statements. There is not enough police protection in this 
neighborhood. 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
Is not included in column total. 



ERIC 
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TABLE 4-70 
Dissatisfaction with Traffic Conditions* 



I Urban i Rural 

County I t 

j High ^ Middle ^ Low i Low 

Monongalia | A8Z I i 30% I 35% 

Marion | 19 I 23% I 22 i 17 

Lewis I 57 ! 31 ! i 11 

Randolph | 32 | 32 I 13 I 30 

Pendelton | l i i 5 

Boone 1 24 I 33 I 41 ! 9^ 

Raleigh { 30 I | 12 j 7 



Total I 193 I JB9 i 138 i _86 

Frequency I 557 I 310 I 548 I 444 

\ \ i i 

Average 35% 29% 25% 19% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "dissatisfied** responses 

by the total number of responses « 

*0104G Please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied v;ith 

these services. Traffic Conditions, 
a 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and is 
not included in column total. 
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tabu: 

Concern about too Many Area Bars* 



County 



High 



Urban 



Middle 



Low 



Rural 



Low 



Monongalia ' 


0% 




j 11% 


r 

1 20% 


Marion i 


1 


1 2% 


! 5 


t 40 


Lewis t 


23 


i 




i 61 


Randolph i 


8 


1 13 


! 6 


1 38 


Pendelton i 








! 10 


Boone i 


23 


I 58 


! 24 


! 52^ 


Raleigh i 


2 




i 4 


1 35 


Total I 


A7 


1 45 


1 58 


1 157 


Frequency | 


557 


310 


j 548 


j 444 



Average 8% 15% 11% 35% 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "concerned" responses 

by the total number of responses. 

*O105E For each condition I'm about to read, please tell me whether 

or not the condition exists, and if it does exist whether you are concerned 

or unconcerned about it. Too many bars in the area, 
a 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
is not included in column total. 
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Sources of Income * 



138 



1 
1 

Response j 






Urban 






Rural 




HiRh 




Middle 




Low 


Low 


H 

Salary or 1 
Wages 1 


52% 




45% 


1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 


46% 


41% 


ment» Rent 1 
Investments | 
Dividends j 
Inheritance 1 

Old Age 1 
Assistance ' 
Benefits | 


22 
1 


i 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 


13 
0 


1 
1 

! 

1 

1 
1 
1 


i 
1 

5 
3 


3 
1 


Soc. Sec. — j 
Special Bene- | 
fits for Per- | 

c /\n c ! 

avails i Air 1 


2 


1 

! 


2 




5 1 


3 


Soc. Sec. — j 
Ret. Ins.& j 
R.R. Ret. j 


11 




16 


1 


12 1 


15 


Soc. Sec. — j 

C 1 1 Tyri vn 1* ' Q ! 

Insurance | 


4 




9 


i 


9 ■ 


6 


Sor Spr^~ ! 

Disability j 
Insurance j 
Pensions I 


2 
3 




3 
6 


i 


5 1 

6 1 


5 
6 


A.D.C. 1 


0 




1 




5 j 


3 


Unemp loy- i 
ment Comp. j 


0 




1 




1 j 


3 


Veteran's | 
Cash I 
Benefits ! 
[_ 


3 




2 


i 
1 


3 1 


5 


Totals 


100% 




98% 




99% ' 


97% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing the number of responses 
1.. each category by the total number of responses. 



ERIC 



*Q76 During the past year, which of the following sources have you 
or any tneinbers of this household received income from: 
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TABLE 4-73 
Dissatisfaction with Employment Services* 



County 






Urh an 




Rural 




1 High 




Middle 


Low j 


Low 


Monongalia 


1 2% 






j u 1 


O?' 


Marion 


i ^ 


1 


0% 


i 2 i 


0 


Lewis 


1 3 




2 




± 


Randolph 


1 1 




6 


1 0 ! 


J. 


Pendel ton 










r\ 

U 


Boone 


j 4 




0 


I ^ I 




Raleigh 


i ^ 






i ° i 


2 


Total 
Frequency 


j 8 

! 557 




9 

310 


j 1 j 

I 548 { 


3 

444 


Ave rage 


1% 




3% 


0% ' 


1% 


Note : 


Percentages were 


obtained by 


dividing dissatisfied 


responses 


by the total 


number of responses. 








*Q103L 


On the basis of 


your 


own experience, or from what 


you've 



heard or read, please tell me whether you are satisfied or .dissatisfied 
with the following services. Employment Services. 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
is not included in column total. 



ERIC 
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TABLE 4-74 

Concern about Over-Activity of Neighborhood Action Groups* 



Co un ty 


[ Urb an 


1 Rural 


[ HlRh 


Middle 


Low 


1 Low 


Monongalia 


1% 




1 5% 


1 n% 


Marion 


1 


I OZ 


1 3 


1 2 


Lewis 


0 


1 2 




3 


Randolph , 


1 


1 1 


1 1 


0 


Pen del ton | 








0 


Boone | 


15 


1 42 


i 2 

i 1 


11^ 


Raleigh | 


1 




1 

5 1 

1 
1 
1 


5 


Total j 
Frequency j 

[ 


17 
557 


i' 8 1 
1 310 


j 

548 i 
1 


7 

444 


1 

Average 


3% 


1 1 

3% 


r 
1 

3% 


2% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "concerned" responses 
by the total number of responses. 

*Q106D Please tell me if these conditions exist in this area, and 
if so whether you areconcemed or unconcerned. Neighborhood action groups 
are too active. 

Datum is from a middle Income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
are not included in column total. 



ERIC 
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COPY mmu 

TABLE 4-75 

Ci •>, vn about Outsiders Running Neighborhood Programs* 







Urban 




1 Kural 




1 High 


Middle 


Low 


1 Low 




i 37 




i 2% 


1 0% 




; 1 


j 0% 


I 5 


! 0 




1 4 


1 ^ 




j 7 




I 0 


i 0 


j 2 


1 1 
j 5 




! 12 


1 


j 5 


1 




I 4 




j 8 


1 11 


> 


1 23 

i 


! 7 
1 310 


1 20 
I 548 


! 14 
I 444 





4% 2% 4% 3% 



-o; P(>rcentages were obtained by dividing "concerned" responses 
» ^jl number of responses, 

• Pleasp cell me if these conditions exist in this area, and 
Ihcr vou are concerned or unconcerned. Too many neighborhood 
T^'rins rtip by outsiders. 

is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
* 'r^'lnded in column total. 



ERLC 
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TABLE 4-76 

Concern that Neighborhood Action Groups Do 
Not Represent or Act in the People's Interests* 



ERIC 



Total 
Frequency 



25 
557 



County j 




Urban 




1 Pural 




High 


Middle 


Low 


j Lot* 


htonongalla j 


3% 1 




1 5% 


1 n% 


Marion } 


3 i 


07 


i 9 


1 1 


Lewis { 


4 1 


4 




1 ^ 


Randolph j 


1 j 


n 


! 2 


I 1 


Pendelcon j 








I ^ 


Boone j 


12 j 


33 


1 1^ 


1 12^ 


Raleigh j 


4 j 




1 13 


I 18 



/_ 

31(1 



43 
544 



-+■ 



18 
444 



Average 4% 2% 8'/ 47 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "concerned" responses 

by the total number of responses, 

*0106F Please tell me if these conditions pxist in this area, and 

if so whether you are concerned or unconcerned. Neighborhood action groups 

do not represent or act In the peoplr's in re rests. 

^Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and Is 

not included In column total. 

015 V 
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TABLE 4-77 

Fair Police Treatment of Neighborhood People* 



County 




Urban 




1 Rural 




j Hif^h 


Middle 


Low 


1 MJUW 


Monongalia 


j 87% 


1 ■ ■ 
1 
1 
1 




1 66% 


Marion 


i ®^ 


' 95% 


1 77 


! 77 


Lewis 


j 91 


84 




1 62 


Randolph 


1 88 


96 


90 


1 78 


Pendelton 








1 86 


Boone 


j 84 1 


92 1 


88 


j 44^ 


Raleigh 


1 75 1 




82 


{ 84 


Total 
Frequency 


1 467 1 
1 557 ! 


310 I 


463 
548 


! 329 
j 444 


Average 




92% 


85% 




Note: 


Percentages were obtained by dividing "agree" 


responses by 


the total number of responses 








*0110B 


Please tell me whether you agree 


or disagree 


with the fol- 



lowing statements. Police treat the people of this neighborhood fairly. 

^Datum is from a middle Income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
Is not included In column total. 
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TABLE 4-78 
Dissatisfaction with Police Protection* 



County 



Total 
Frequency 



Urban 





r ■ 

1 

1 
1 


- High 


Monongalia 


1% 


Marlon 


f 
1 
1 
1 


1 


Lewis 


1 

1 
1 


9 


Randolph 


1 

1 

! 


3 


Pendelton 


1 
1 
» 




Boone 


1 
1 

i 


2 


Raleigh 


1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 


0 



Middle ' 



Low 





j 0% 


1 0% 


1 ox 


1 2 


0 


! 4 




0 


1 3 
• 


! 0 


1 




i 


0 


I 17 

! 1 


0 i 

1 


a 

4 


i 

j 1 


1 1 


2 



JL2 j 
557 j 

u 



8 

310 



I 



3 

548 



Rural 



2 

444 



Average 2% 2Z i% i% 

Note: Percentases were obtained by dividing "dissatisfied" responses 

by the total number of responses. 

*0103H On the basis qf your own experience, or from what you've heard 

or read, please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the 

following services. Police Protection, 
a 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and is 
not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-79 
Dissatisfaction with Courts* 



County 






Urban 




1 Rural 






Hleh 


Middle 


Low 


j Low 


Monongalia 


i 
1 

1 


5% 




2% 


1 5% 


Marion 


1 

1 
1 


1 


1 1% 


5 


1 ^ 


Lewis 


1 
1 
1 
1 


10 


1 4 




j 7 


Randolph 


1 
1 
1 
1 


3 


1 24 


1 


i ' 


Pendalton 


1 

• 1 
1 
1 








! 17 


Boone 


1 
1 
• 

i 

1 

1 

1 
1 


12 


1 ^ 


3 


1 a 
1 ^ 


Raleigh 


5 




7 


1 ^ 


Total 
Frequency 


1 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 


33 
557 


I 33 1 
310 1 


18 
548 


I 24 
1 444 


I ^ T ' ■ 1 ' " 1 

II 11 



Average 6% 11% 3% 5% 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "dissatisfied" responses 



by the total number of responses. 

*Q104I Please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with 

these services. Courts 
a 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
is not included In column total. 
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TABLE 4-80 

Dissatisfaction with Jails, Correctional Facilities and Probation* 



County 



Total 
Frequency 



Urban 





Hleh 


Middle 


Low 


Monongalia i 


10% 




4% 


Marlon i 


0 


1 4% i 


6 


Lewis 1 


53 


1 35 i 




Randolph i 


4 


! 26 1 


2 


PendelCon i 




i i 




Boone i 


27 




3 


Raleigh 


5 




9 



84 
557 



68 
310 



24 
548 



Rural 



Low 



2% 

2 

9 

5 
26 
13 

4 



a 



28 
444 



Average 15% 22% 4% 6% 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "dissatisfied" responses 

by the total number of responses. 

*0104K Please tell sie whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with 

the following services. Jails, Correctional Facilities, and Probation. 
^Datum Is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 

is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-81 
Dissatisfaction with Fire Protection* 



County 1 




Urban 




1 Pural 




High 


Middle 


Lov 


1 Low 


Monongalia i 


07, 1 




j 0% 


1 07, 


Marion i 


1 I 


0% 


1 2 


1 0 


Lewis 1 


0 1 


0 




i 0 


Randolph i 


3 1 


0 


0 


1 0 


Pendelton i 








1 0 


Boone i 


1 1 


0 


0 


! a 
1 0 


Raleigh 1 


0 1 




0 


1 0 


Total ! 
Frequency j 


4 1 
557 1 


0 

310 1 


2 

548 


1 0 
1 444 


Average 


1% 


0% 


1% 





Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "dissatisfied" responses 
by the total number of responses. 

*0103I On the basis of your own experience, or from what you've heard 
or read, please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the 
following services. Fire Protection. 

^Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and is 
not included in column total. 
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TABLE A-82 
Dissatisfaction with Water, Light, Power 
(Gas or Electric) Service* 



County j 




Urban 




1 T?ural 




Hi eh 


Middle 


Low 


1 Low 


Monongalia i 


0% 


1 


1 0% 


i 0°/ 


Marion j 


0 


i 0% 


1 


1 0 


Lewis 1 


1 


! 2 




1 0 


Randolph | 


1 


1 3 


0 


1 0 


Pendelton | 








1 0 


Boone j 


1 


I 17 


0 


5^ 


Raleigh | 


0 




0 


1 0 


Total 1 
Frequency j 


3 

557 


1 8 I 
1 310 1 


1 

548 


0 

AAA 


Average ^ 


1% 


3% 


0% 


0% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "dissatisfied" responses 
by the total number of responses. 

*0103K On the basis of your own experience or from what you've heard 

or read, please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the 

following services. Water, Light, Power (gas or electric), 
a 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and is 
not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-83 
Dissatisfaction with Schools, Education* 



County 






Uluau 




« 

j Rural 




1 Hleh 




J Middle 




j LOW 


Monongalia 






1 
1 
1 
1 


I n 


j 0% 


Marion 


i 4 




1 

1 0% 


1 0 


1 n 


Lewis 


1 1 


1 

i 


1 


I 0 


Randolph 


1 0 




17 


0 


1 ° 


Pendelton 










j 0 


Boone 


4 




17 j 


0 


j 0^ 


Raleigh 




1 

1 

I 

1 




0 


j n 


i 

1 




1 






1 

Total 1 
Frequency ] 


8 

557 


1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 


1 

23 1 
310 1 
1 


0 

548 


i " 

j 444 


i 1 ; 


r 



Average 1% 0% OZ 

Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "dissatisfied" responses 

by the total number of responses. 

*Q103D On the basis of your own experience, or from what you've 

heard or read, please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied 

with the following services. Schools, Education. 

Datum Is from a middle Income rural Boone County neighborhood and 

Is not included In column total. 
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Dissat 1 sf <u-t 1 on vith W(»lf..ro and ^uMic Assistance Administration* 



I Urban | Rural 

Countv I ! 

I HiKh ^ Middle ^ Low j LovT^ 

! I I I 

MononLviI i.i 1 0% | j ir/ | 0% 

Marion ' 3 j 0 j 1 | 0 

Levis I ^ I 6 I j 4 

Randolpli I 7 ! 21 ! 1 ! 5 

Pendelton i I j I 

Boone ! 7 I 17 j 0 ,' 3^ 

Raleigh ' 1 ! ' 0 j 0 



Total ! _JA 1 i 3 | 7 

Freqiieiuv ! '')'"^7 ! \ 5A8 | 444 

1 \ \ 1 

• I ( I 

Aver Ay..' Ur 17 2% 



Nod: • . »»n t ^i^'cs were obtained by 'i.'idinf^ "dissatisfied" responses 
bv the r-^'f 1 r rospons»^s. 

' J'^ '^ns!/ (m" ' oi:r ovn o.ix ..t-nro, or from wbat you've read, 
please tell - \^ t rbtr vou aro satisfied or dissatisf led v.dth the following 
services, Wt-Ifare and Public Assistance Administration, 

natiiTT. 1*- ^r^r i tr^ifHlo jpconp rural Hoone Tountv neighborhood and 
is not iiu'li:_i!^ If. loiiiinn tiU.jl, 
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TABLE 4-85 
Dissatisfaction with Sewage Disposal* 



County 




Urban 




! Rural 




j High 


Middle 


Low 


1 Low 


Monongalia 


1 1% 




1 4% 


1 10% 


Marion 


! 9 


1 4% 


! 4 


! 33 


Lewis 


1 25 


! 16 




! 4 


Randolph 


1 10 


1 15 


! 14 


' 30 


Pendelton 








1 10 


Boone 


I A 


1 8 


! 4 




Raleigh 


I 29 




! 8 


1 7 


Total 
Frequency 


1 J83 
1 557 


i 37 
1 310 


I 33 
! 548 


1 76 
' 444 


Ave rage 


i 

15% 


i 

12% 


6% 


17% 


Note: 


Percentages were obtained by dividing "dissatisfied" re- 


sponses by 


the total number 


of responses. 






*Q104A 


Please tell me 


whether you are 


satisfied or 


dissatisfied 



with these services • Sewage Disposal • 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone County neighborhood and 
is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-86 
Dissatisfaction with Trash Collection 



County [ 




Urban 




I Rural 




HI crh 


Middle 


Low 


1 Low 


Monongalia j 


0% 




1 ^ 


j 1% 


^farion } 


5 


i 


\ 0 


i 0 


Lewis 1 


0 


1 0 


{ 


1 0 


Randolph | 


1 


j 2 


1 0 


} 1 


Pendelton j 








1 0 


Boone j 


0 


I 8 


1 ^ 




Raleigh J 


1 




\ ^ 


I 0 


Total } 


6 


1 4 


j 0 


1 2 


Frequency { 


557 


1 310 


1 548 


1 444 


Average 


1% 


* 1% 


' 07. 


1% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing ''dissatisfied" re- 
sponses by the total number of responses. 

*Q103A On the basis of your own axperience, or from what you've 
heard or read, please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied 
with the following services. Trash collection. 



Datum is from a middle income rural Boone Covnty neighborhood 
and is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-87 
Dissatisfaction with Garbage Collection* 



Coun ty 1 




Urban 




j Pural 




HiBh 


, Middle 


Low 


! Lot>7 


Monongalia 


0% 




0% 


1 1% 


Marion i 


5 


j 1% 


0 


I 0 


Lewis 1 


0 


i ^ 




1 0 


Randolph 


0 


I 1 


0 


j 1 


Pendelton i 








1 0 


3oone i 


1 


1 8 


0 


1 2^ 


Raleigh i 


0 




0 


j 0 


Total ' 
Frequency ' 


5 

557 


1 5 

1 310 ' 


0 

548 


j 2 
1 444 





1% 0% 1% 



Note: Percentages were obtained by dividing "dissatisfied" re- 
-ronses by the total number of responses. 

*Q103B On the basis of your own experience or from what you've 
:eard or read, please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied 

with the following services. Garbage collection. 

a 

Datum is from a middle income rural Boone Countv neighborhood and 
.s not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-88 

Dissatisfaction with Air Pollution Control'^ 



Co un tv 




Urban 




j Rural 




j High 


, Middle 


1 Low 


I Low 


Monongcil in 


1 13% 




{ 17% 


1 3% 


Marion 


i ^ 


1 8% 


1 14 


I 9 


T.evis 


I 19 


i 




1 " 


Randolph 


' 9 


\ 14 


1 7 


1 

i 3 


Pendelton 


1 






j 17 


Boone 


} 20 


1 17 


i 


j 6^ 


Raleigh 


i 




1 ^ 


I ^ 


Total 


1 59 
I 557 


j 39 
j 310 


j 68 
1 548 


j 34 
1 444 


Average 


11% 


' 13% 


' 12% 


' 8% 


Note : 


Percentages were 


obtained by dividing "dissatisfied" re- 


snonsf'S by 


the total number 


of responses. 






*0104E 


Please tell rre 


whether you are 


satisfied or 


dissatisfied 


with tijeso 


sirviv-es. Mr Pollution Control. 






a 

Datum 


is from a middle 


Income rural Boone County neighborhood 



and is not included in column total. 
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TABLE 4-89 

Dissatisfaction with Water Pollution Control' 



Coun: 




Urban 




j Rural 




i Hish 


, Middle 


Low 


j Low 




I 23% 




20% 


1 5% 


Marlon 


! ^ 




1 


I 36 


tewis 


} 52 


i 2^ 1 




I 21 


Randolph 


1 16 


I 2^ i 


12 


I 7 


PendeJ t-(^n 




I 1 
1 \ 




j 14 


ftoone 


! 21 


20 


I 3a 


fialeigh 


1 6 




3 


1 22 


Total 


I 104 
I 557 


I ^5 1 
1 1 


73 
548 


i 8^ 

j 444 


Aw^rage 


' 19% 


' 15% ' 


13% 


-1 

' 18% 




Percentages were 


obtained by dividing "dissatisfied" re- 


sponses 


die total number 


of responses. 








Please tell me 


whether you are satisfied or 


dissatisfied 


wxth • ^ ' 


services. Water Pollution Control. 






Dot um 


is from a middle 


income rural Boone 


County neighborhood and 



is noC included in column total. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 



DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND PROPOSALS 



Neighborhoods and Human Ecology; "What*s it Like to Live Here?" 

Defining the quality of community or neighborhood life is a difficult 
t.isiv. Past attempts have ranged from political and economic data on 
state and local government operations and finance, to the subjective 
feelings of community residents. While these kinds of data have not been 
exeluded from the present study, its primary thrust has been to quantita- 
tively detail the range and density of important ecological events in 
neighborhood life. 

iiiree principal types of data were pursued in this study; data on 
faaiiiv nealth and health concerns, data on the physical condition of 
•i^L^iibv^rhood housing, and attitudlnal data regarding human services in 
uw: eonraunity. Approximately 2000 structured interviews were conducted 
ir» a stratified design in 38 neighborhoods throughout West Virginia. 

•ae results were remarkably consistent. The neighborhoods in which 
tni. research was conducted yielded data which formed a number of coherent 
patt. :is; patterns of data that appeared to be primarily based on neighbor- 
hood ^ veis of income. That is, the range and density of ecological events 

. ,^p. concerns varied between certain kinds of neighborhoods, but were 
jnsistent within what were, economically, the same types of neighbor- 



should be noted that one of the earlier considerations in the design 
of regional sampling. Contrasts in different sections (Northern, Cen- 
c/:., southern) of the state did not yield any particularly significant 
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2, $500,000 - User outlays (or monies paid by partici- 

pants who purchase transportation stamps), 

3, $300,000 - Project provides support to those who 

develop or extend transportation services 
(both private and non-profit organizations 
are eligible) , 

4, $250,000 - Engineering research and equipment adapta- 

tion for rural areas and other parts of state, 

5, $250,000 - Social Science type research and evaluation. 

Total Actual Cash: About $3.8 million ($4.3 minus $500,000 
user utlay) . 

Geographical Coverage: All 55 Counties of West Virginia. 

Population Coverage: 120,000 eligible or potential riders from 
the target group of those over 60 years of age with incomes 
of less than $1,500 per year. 

Expected Usage of TRIP; 30,000 clients of 25% or eligible target 
group. (Estimate based on usage of Federal. Food Stamp 
Program) . 

**Net Federal Subsidy necessary to provide Transportation Stamps 
to 30,000 elderly poor - $3,000,000. 



Formula for Monthly Allotment of Stamps^ 

family Size Dollar Value of Stamps User Outlay Bonus Stam n 

^ $10 Variable - Sliding ? 

^ 15 scale according ? 

IS to family income $13 



B. Maximum Coverage Program - Based on above cited cost calcula- 
tions of TRIP. 

Geographical Coverage: All 55 counties of West Virginia. 

Population Coverate; All state residents living in households 
with incomes of less than the poverty level according to 
the 1970 U. S. Census; 380,113 eligible riders. 

Expected Usage: 95.028 clients or 25 percent of eligible 

target group. (Estimate based on usage of Federal Food 
Stamp Pro gram) . 

^See Appendix D for THll formula for monthly allotment of stamps 
by income range and hcun^^hold size. 
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were viewed positively and concerns about lack of Income 
and work were not common. Most people felt that their inter- 
ests were represented in local government. While there were 
concerns about the lack of police protection, that which was 
available was favorably regarded. There was considerable 
dissatisfaction with jails and correctional facilities. Sewage 
disposal and air and water pollution controls were problems 
about %rtiich there was considerable concern. Overall, while 
families in these neighborhoods were not without their problems, 
their lives might be generally described as relatively rich 
in resources for problem management; in short, living in these 
neighborhoods probably approximates the American stereotype of 
"the good life/' 
2. Middle Income Urban Neighborhoods 

The rates of health problems and disabilities were about midway 
between those of upper and lower income neighborhoods, as were 
the use rates for hospitals and physicians. More people received 
home care or no professional care for health and disability 
problems than in upper income neighborhoods, and rehabilitative 
training was less available. A substantial number of people 
reported serious health problems immediately following the birth 
of a child. Concerns about children's behavior problems, while 
relatively high, were lower than in other types of neighborhoods. 
The exterior condition of homes was worse than among upper income 
neighborhoods, and abandoned motor vehicles were occasionally 
present. Houses were somewhat smaller than in upper income 
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neighborhoods. The rate of internal housing deficiencies 
in plumbing, appliances, etc., was twice that of upper income 
homes. There was considerable concern about low-cost housing 
and hazards such as unvented space heaters were relatively 
conanon. Repo>-tc ul rats were not frequent, and most homes 
were privately owned. There was some concern about the quality 
of the neighborhood, and as much dissatisfaction with public 
housing as in upper income neighborhoods. There was considerable 
dissatisfaction with recreation for all age groups, and a high 
rate of concern about the lack of parks and playgrounds. Many 
families owned no auto and there was dissatisfaction with both 
public transportation and road conditions. A small number of 
people were concerned about neighborhood shopping facilities. 
A large number of residents were concerned about lack of income 
and about lack of work. There was a moderate rate of political 
participation and most people felt that they were represented 
in local government. There was concern about a lack of police 
protection and traffic conditions, although available police 
and fire protection was positively regarded. There was a 
comparatively high rate of dissatisfaction with the courts 
and jail and correctional facilities. While low in any absolute 
sense, the highest rate of dissatisfaction with the schools 
appeared in these neighborhoods. There was some dissatisfaction 
with welfare administration. Relatively high rates of concern 
regarding sewage disposal and air and water pollution controls 
were also recorded. For these neighborhoods life was not without 
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statistrcally elevated rates of problems, and resources for 
problem management were, in contrast to upper-income neighbor- 
hoods, less abundant* 
Low Income Urban Neighborhoods 

The rate of health problems and disabilities in these neigh- 
borhoods exceeded all groups except rural low income neighbor- 
hoods. Medical care, through hospitals and physicians,, was 
available, although rehabilitation therapies were not. Expense 
and delays in obtaining medical service were reported as problems 
in getting health care. The largest number of parental concerns 
about children's behavior was found in these neighborhoods. 
Housing in these neighborhoods had a greater number of exterior 
deficiencies than in all other types of neighborhoods, including 
neglected paint, roof problems, and problems with outside walls, 
doors, porches, foundations, etc. A comparatively large number 
had pit privies Abandoned motor vehicles were fairly common, 
as were rubbish accumulations, and neglected yards. Houses 
tended to be relatively small, with more people living in them. 
Heating, plumbing and other internal housing deficiencies were 
quite high. Hazards such as unvented space heaters and rats were 
at their highest. Not surprisingly, home ownership was lowest 
in these neighborhoods; one-third of the residents rented. A 
large number of people were concerned about the condition of 
their neighborhood and overcrowding in the area. There were 
concerns about the lack of recreation for all age groups as 
well as the absence of parks and playgrounds. A large number of 
families did not own an auto, and many were dissatisfied with road 
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and street maintenance. Residents were concerned about the 
inconvenience of the neighborhood's location, the harsh policies 
of neighborhood stores, and lack of food and drug stores in 
the neighborhood and a lack of good food. A very large number 
of the residents v^re concerned about low income and a shortage 
of work. These neighborhoods tended to be relatively more active 
politically. However, fewer people felt they were represented 
in local government, when contrasted with upper income neighbor- 
hoods. There were concerns about the lack of police protection, 
although residents felt the police treated them fairly. Dissatis- 
faction with the courts and correctional facilities was low. 
There was relatively little concern with sewage disposal, though 
many people were concerned about air and water pollution controls. 
Overall, social and environmental stresses, particularly those 
associated with housing, were rather severe. Whether using 
objective data or the residents* subjective views, these neigh- 
borhoods present numerous ecological problems; the quality of life 
can not be viewed very positively. 
4. Low Income Rural Neighborhoods 

Health problems and disabilities reached their highest reported 
rates in these neighborhoods, as did the number of people relying 
on home care c treatment of health problems. The largest 
number of pec reporting no treatment for serious disabilities 
were found here. Expense and time delays were frequently reported 
as reasons for not using medical services. The lowest rates of 
usage of private physicians were reported here. Health problems 
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among newborns and mothers were frequently reported, as were 
disabilities among young -children . Parental concerns about 
ciiiidren's behavior problems were relatively high. Housing 
deficiencies were at about the same level as in middle income 
urban neighborhoods and considerably lower than in low income 
urban neighborhoods. Abandoned vehicles and some rubbish 
a cumulation were common. Size of houses and number of occu- 
pants were about the same as in low income urban neighborhoods . 
While kitchen and bathroom deficiencies were relatively high, 
tlie^e stemmed primarily from a lack of running water in certain 
neighborhoods. Many people were concerned about low-cost 
housing. There were fewer unvented space heaters than in low 
and middle income urban neighborhoods. Reports of rats were 
CDmmun. Most people owned their homes, and concerns about the 
Condition of the neighborhood were at a moderate level. There 
w.j^ a dissatisfaction with recreation for all age groups, and 
the highest rates of concern about the lack of parks and play- 
i,' uiids occurred here. A significant number of people were 
I, 'M ont autos, and there was widespread concern about road 
< I'iitions. Concerns about the inconvenience of neighborhood 

t'oing were higher than in any other type of neighborhood, 
as were concerns about the harsh policies of neighborhood stores 
<r d the lack of drug stores. Concerns about lack of income and 
work were common. There was a very high rate of political • 
p ' - t i cipation and most people did not feel that they were 
r 'presented in local government. There were concerns about the 
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lack of police protection and the presence of too many bars. 
Fever people felt they were treated fairly by police than In 
other types of neighborhoods. There was considerable dissatis- 
faction with sewage disposal and air and water pollution 
controls. Overall while housing tended to be privately owned 
and In significantly better condition than among low Income 
urban neighborhoods, the other stresses In neighborhood life 
are at about th^ same or a higher level than among low Income 
urbai lelghborhoods • 



Ther^ were major and far*reachlng differences In the quality of life 
across the types of neighborhoods assessed In the present study. Generally, 
as neighborhood Income level decreased, health problems worsens ;^ and the 
use of medical services decreased; housing became increasingly deficient, 
par^cularly to the extent that it was rented* There was a tendency for 
there to be more concern with the quality o£ public services as income 
increased. 

At the same time the various income and urban-rural neighborhoods 
had a number of common concerns* They desired more preventive health 
services, particularly those that would Increase contact with the home; 
they wanted work to be available, and expressed worry abo.^ the lack of 
low-cost housing* There were also concerns about the general conditions 
of neighborhoods, the lack of public transportation, and road conditions* 
There w#re prevalent concerns about the lack of police protection, though 
the police were regarded postively. Most neighborhoods expressed concerns 
about air and water pollution controls* 
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Implications for Soclgl Research 

The preceding data strongly point towards a nunter of implications 
for social research at the conmunity level. They include the following: 

1. What visibly appear to be different types of relatively homo- 
geneous neighborhoods can be validated through survey research 
as both hcmogeneous and different. 

2. That these differences can be quantified along multiple dimensions 
of health, housing, and human services. 

3. That these differences between neighborhood are primarily due to 



Taking these three points one step further, it should be possible to 
develop and effectively support the position that this type of research 
has detailed and quantified economically based neighborhood life styles 
or social class in Appalachia* 

A Potential Problem; Are the Health Data Accurate ? 

Findings based on survey research methods, such as those of the present 
project, are always open to the criticit that they lack validity. This 
is a particularly important problem when trying to assess physical health. 
Based on the findings of some previous and related rese^*rch in this 
region, however, it is likely that if the preceding data err, it is in a 
conservative direction; that is, the estimates, if wrong, are too low. 

When researchers from West Virginia University School of Medicine*^ 
followed up a door-to-door survey of health problems in a rural community 

^Schwerha, J. J., Chick, E. W., and Jarvis, M. A. A Unique Learning 
Lxperience: Community Health in a Rural Area. The West Virginia Medical 
Journal, 1967 (Jan.), 8-11. " 



disparities in neighborhood Income levels. 
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with physical examinations of the respondents, they found that a large 
number of people were not aware of their medical problems. Their findings 
are summarized in Table 5-1* 

TABLE 5-1 

Reports and Incidence of Health Problems 
in 1967 WVU Medical Center Research 



Medical Exam 

Problem Problem 
Not Found Found 



Self Report 


Affirmative 


(A) 




(B) 


25 


by Subjects 






31 




Regarding 
Problems 


Negative i 

i 


(C) 


not 

reported 


(D) 


134 



: 
I 



However, not only were the people participating in the study correct 
nearly as often as tl^ey were wrong in reporting the particular physical 
health problems assessed in the study (Cells A vs. B) , but most people 
were unaware of other existing problems (Cell D) . What emerged prior to 
the physical examinations was a relatively low recognition or estimate 
of the frequency of physical health problems. Thus, it should be noted 
that data in fhe present research which is based on respondents* reports 
of health problems in themselves and among their families, are likely to 
represent conservative estimates of those physical health problems. 
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Implications for Social Policy 

Overall > tae data tends to confirm any suspicion that low income and 
rural location, in that order or Importance, will combine to produce a 
substantially lower quality of life and basic government services than 
does higher income and urban location* 

Not only does high income seem to insure greater access to quality 
medical care and other human services, but the basic social-economic infra- 
structure provided by government apparently heavily favors wealthier 
neighborhoods. For example, such key govemnent services such as good 
roads, street lighting, and recreation are clearly distributed in greater 
quantity and quality to high, and in aost cases, middle income neighborhoods* 
Although this state of affairs can be justified in light of the greater 
overall amount of taxes to be exacted from the middle and high income 
segments of the population, it does not appear to reflect the priorities 
necessary to alleviate the plight of those living under difficult social 
and economic conditions* 

Perhaps the most revealing data is that which reflects the more sub- 
jective responses of those questioned. Through questions which elicited 
opinions and the rich detail of individual experiences, we were given an 
unusually candid insight into the effect's that poverty and rural isolation 
can have on human concerns, behavior, and expectations* Predictably, 
low income group . expressed a high degree of concern about basic daily 
necessities such as food, lack of work and income, and transportation* 
At the same time, low income residents expressed almost no concern about 
the inability of certain government services such as employment agencies 
and public housing to provide them with assistance* These responses might 
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be contrasted with the high degree of concern expressed about such services 
as roads and local stores* The inference might be drawn that a lack of 
exposure or a lack of knowledge about a specific service might well lead 
to a virtual absence of any expectation of and demand for that particular 
service. Interestingly, this conclusion seens further warranted by the 
marked tendency of low income residents to use birth control clinics. 
This service has been available in most areas of the present survey and 
was usually a well publicized human service. Thus» it might be argued 
that when services which meet the needs of people are readily available » 
and, most importantly » when people were made aware of their existence, 
it could then be expected that these services will be widely and frequently 
used. 

The section of this report which dealt with external conditions of 
housing provides ;in excellent case supporting home ownership for the poor. 
Although owner-occupied rural housing is more likely to lack basic amenities , 
such as flush toilets, their overall condition seemed to reflect a pride in 
ownership. This is in contrast to the predominantly rented, urban low 
income housing, which while being more likely to have complete bathroom 
and kitchen facilities, showed a far greater incidence of environmental 
deterioration and neglect then did rural low income housing. 

Overall, and rx^re specifically, this research would suggest the follow- 
ing social policy guidelines for the itmnediate future in West Virginia. 

1. Health services need to be made more available and accessible 
to the poor, particularly the rural poor. 

2. Miuale and low income neighborhoods have pressing needs for 
increased transportation services. 
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3. A strategy ut effectively publicizing available health and 

social services should be developed* 
A« There are prevalent needs for low income urban housing* 
5. Public housing for low income residents is I'kely to produce 

more problems than it solves. Rather, any strategy to alleviate 

housing problems should be oriented towards increasing the 

opportunity for private home ownership. 

Ipylications for Intervention : Have We Tested Service Delivery Sy s tems? 

Before the effectiveness of existing preventive health facilities 
and other human services can be accurately judged, it seems fair to say 
that they must first be made accessible to a maximum number of people 
over a time span sufficient to establish both regular usage patterns 
and the capacities of the delivery system. If this were to be done, 
deficiencies could be noted and corrections and additions made to 
existing service systems. 

Survey data gathered from sample neighborhoods during the course 
of this project provide numerous indications that many of West Virginia's 
poor, particularly those in rural areas, lack a reliable means of trans- 
portation to places where goods and services might be obtained. Such 
a conclusion seems warranted by responses to questions dealing with 
both the ease of mobility and the resulting degree of freedom to choose 
between existing services. 

Perhaps the most reliable indication of a statewide transportation 
problem is the response of the rural poor, recorded in Table 4-56, to a 
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question concerning nK>tor vehicle ownership. These figures show that 
nearly 20 percent of the rural households surveyed lacked a working 
motor vehicle of any type. Nationwide, according to the U.S. Census 
Bureau, only 11.7 percent of rural households are without an automobile. 
Thus, a low income West Virginian in a rural area is almost twice as 1^'kely 
to be without automobile transportation as is a rural resident elsewhere 
in the United States. Although this fact alone might justify drastic 
action to improve the transportation available in rural areas, additional 
indications of the existence of severe mobility problems appeared in 
other questions. 

For example^ Table 4-58 showed that fully half of all rural respondents 
were dissatisfied with road conditions and maintenance. This figure is 
far higher than the response from any of the other income and locational 
categories and no doubt reflects the many miles of barely improved 
dirt roads that link West Virginid'fi> rural hoiiows with services available 
in the state's towns and cities. It is possible that automobile ownership 
in many rural areas may be virtually meaningless during the inclement 
weather which frequently makes such roads all but in^assable. 

Table 4-59 indicates that the rural poor were also far more concerned 
than were other state residents about the inconvenience of their neighbors- 
hoods to transportation, shopping, schools, and other services. Perhaps 
better than any other question, this response is evidence suggesting 
the isolation felt by low income rural residents. The findings of 
Table 4-59 are confirmed and reinforced by Table 4-62 and Table 4-61 
which show a high degree of concern by both rural and urban poor people 
about a lack of access to food and drug stores. 
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Not only does the limited mobility suggested by these data prevent 
the full utilization of existing service facilities, it also tends to 
arbitrarily limit the choices that individuals are free to make between 
similar and competing services. It might be argued that a lack of 
mobility on the part of those in need of services might give undue 
advantage to deficient services with advantageous locations. For 
example, the high usage rates by the urban and rural poor of clinics 
and hospital emergency rooms shown by Table 4*8 ttlght be lowered if 
individuals were able to travel at will to private physicians or other 
medical professionals. In addition, rural areas with highly mobile 
populations would be more attractive to physicians %^o would be assured 
that patients had easy access to their place of business* 

Further evidence of a lack of choice steaming from possible trans- 
portation difficulties seems to be offered by Table 4«-6, a table dealing 
with reasons preventing the respondent's use of available health services* 
The fact that a significantly large proportion of both rural and urban poor 
complained that they had to wait too long for service at a place of 
health care» suggests that services available to this sector of the popula- 
tion might be utilized beyond their present operating levels. 

Many of the low income respondents also complained that available 
health care was too expensive. The fact that many economically poor clients 
of these services were unable to travel to other places of health care 
would seem to increase the number of patients who have no choice but to 
wait long period for service, and also perhaps pay what they feel are 
unreasonable prices. 
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A lack of choice due to forced isolation may also cause the rural 
poor to express more concern than other groups about the harsh policies 
of neighborhood stores in Table 4-60. Stores in poor neighborhoods, 
particularly in rural areas, have little incentive to improve their 
method of conducting business when they are assured of a virtually 
captive clientele. 

When offered mobility, rural residents have quickly abandoned 
unfair and inefficient local services. The OEO funded Raleigh County, 
West Virginia free bus project (1967-1969) demonstrated that when trans- 
portation was readily available in low income rural areas, residents 

unhesitatingly took their commercial business and health needs to 

2 

locations where they were best served. 

Given the kinds of responses mentioned in the preceding discussion, 
it is very difficult to view the health and human service data in the 
present survey as represent *ng data generated in the context of fully 
functioning hum-tn service systems. Because of strong indications that 
many West Virginians may be unable to get to the locations of various 
services, any attempt to judge the ability of such services in meeting 
human needs are likely to be less than valid. Left unanswered by all the 
suvvey data is a fundamental question: If the mobility factor was a 
constant across all income and locational sectors of the saoiple population, 
what would be the use patterns of existing services? 



2see study of free bus project done for U. S. Department of Trans- 
portation by the Resource Management Corp., The Transportation Needs of 
the Rural Poor (Washington, D. C: 1969). This project and a number 
of cooperative bus systems are detailed in Appendixes A and B. 
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In light of the inability of those most in need of services to take 
full advantage of present facilities, it would be premature at this time 
to suggest a number of new or significantly expanded categorical delivery 
systems. Rather, a first step, one which would make services available 
to those in need, seems critical. Therefore, what follows are descriptions 
and cost estimates for broad aim transportation systems; systems designed 
to link people with services. Once these or similar programs have been 
in effect long enough to gain acceptance and widespread use, a second step, 
that of assessing the adequacy of certain human service systems, might be 
taken. Such an incremental approach to the development of human service 
systems in West Virginia will require a longer period of time to mature, 
but should lead to delivery systems that effectively serve their con- 
stituencies. 

PROGRAM PROPOSALS 

!• State-Wide Transportation Stamp Program 

Cost calculations based on estimates and figures supplied by TRIP 
(Transportation Renumeration Incentive Program). This pilot transporta- 
tion stamp program has been initiated by West Virginia Governor Arch A. 
Moore, Jr. and is funded by OEO (Office of Economic Opportunity) and will 
get underway in the fall of 1973. 
A. Minimum Program - TRIP 

Total Funding - $4.3 million 
Breakout of Funding: 

1. $3,000,000 - Bonus monies or OEO cash subsidies for 

participants who purchase transportation 
stamps . 
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flUC Additional transportation programs that have been tested in Appalachia 

i^l^ are described in Appendixes A, B, C, D and E. 
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2. $500,000 - User outlays (or monies paid by partici- 

pants who purchase transportation stamps) . 

3. $300,000 - Project provides support to those who 

develop or extend transportation services 
(both private and non-profit organizations 
are eligible) . 

4. $250,000 - Engineering research and equipment adapta- 

tion for rural areas and other parts of state. 

5. $250,000 - Social Science type research and evaluation. 

Total Actual Cash: About $3.8 million ($4.3 minus $500,000 
user 'itlay). 

Geographical Coverage: All 55 Counties of West Virginia. 

Population Coverage: 120,000 eligible or potential riders from 
the target group of those over 60 years of age with incomes 
of less than $1,500 per year. 

Expected Usage of TRIP: 30,000 clients of 25% or eligible target 
group. (Estimate based on usage of Federal. Food Stamp 
Program) . 

**Net Federal Subsidy necessary to provide Transportation Stamps 
to 30,000 elderly poor - $3,000,000. 



Formula for Monthly Allotment of Stamps* 

i ^amily Size Dollar Value of Stamp s User Outlay Bonus Stam T>s 

^ $10 Variable - Sliding ? 

^ 15 scale according ? 

18 to family income $13 



B. Maximum Coverage Program - Based on above cited cost calcula- 
tions of TRIP. 

Geographical Coverage: All 55 counties of West Virginia. 

Population Coverate; All state residents living in households 
with incomes of less than the poverty level according to 
the 1970 U. S. Census; 380,113 eligible riders. 

Expected Usage: 95,028 clients or 25 percent of eligible 

target group. (Estimate based on usage of Federal Food 
Stamp Program). 



*See Appendix D for THIF formuJa for monthly aliotment of stamps 
by income range and hcucf^hold size. 
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380,113 - eligible riders 

,25 - expected usage rate ' 

95,028 - expected total usage 

30,000 TRIP clients @ $3,000,000 per year 

95,028 Transportation Stamp clients @ $9,480,000 
per year 

(Estimate includes administrative costs) 

$9,480,000 - Estimated cost of expanded transportation stamp 
program 

$1,500,000 - User outlays based on TRIP estimates 

$7,980,000 - Total actual cash necessary to implement program 

2. State-Wide System of County Operated Buses Serving Rural Areas 

Cost calculations based on actual expenses incurred by Monongalia 
County Court in establishing rural bus systems serving Monongalia County, 
West Virginia. 

A. Minimum Program - (Utilizing three 16 passenger buses per county). 
Appropriate for the more sparsely populated counties of 
West Virginia, but projected here on state-wide basis. 

Geographical Coverage: 50 non-metropolitan Counties of West 
Virginia. 

Population Coverage: All resident of rural areas of non- 
metropolitan counties. 

Expected Usage of Rural Bus Systems: There are 64,069 rural house- 
holds without automobiles in West Virginia. Residents of 
these living units would constitute the core rldership of 
any bus system. 

Cost Base: One Non-metropolitan County 

$48,000 - Three 16 passenger buses. 

3,600 - insurance for one year. 

26,000 - yearly operating expenses. 

$77,000 - cost of establishing and maintaining system tor 
one year. 
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x50 - non-metropolitan counties in West Virginia 



* $^3,850,000 - total estimates cost of minimum county operated 
rural bus system projected on state-wide basis, 
(Administrative Costs not included), 

B. Maximum Program - (Utilizing four 16 passenger and one 32 passenger 
buses per county). Coverage and usage characteristics same 
as for minimum system cited above. 

Cost Base: One Non-metropolitan County, 

$100,000 - initial capital expenditure for four 16 passenger 
and one 32 passenger bus, 

6,000 - insurance tor one year, 

^1^600 - operating expenses for one year, 

$147,000 - cost of establishing and maintaining system for 
one year, 

. x50 - non-metropolitan counties in WevSt Virginia 



$7,380,000 total estimated cost of maximum county operated rural 

bus system projected on state-wide basis, (Administra- 
tive cost'5 not included), 

3- A State-Wide System of Mobile Dental Vans 

An alternate strategy to establish links between people and services is 
that of bringing the services to the people. The Southern West Virginia 
Regional Health Council has been doing just this since 1969 with its mobile 
dental vans. The following are cost estimates for a particular kind of 
service program which have been projected on a state-wide basis in order 
to examine the feasibility of expanding this highly successful program, 
Ifliile this program focuses on dental health, the reader might consider 
other health programs that could be developed with this model. Cost 
calculations based on fiRures supplied by the Southern West Virginia 
Regional Health Cniincil , Biucifield, West Virginia,* 



*See Appendix C for details of program, 
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A. Minimum Program 

Geographical Coverage: All rural areas of state. 

Population Coverage: All rural children cited by the U. S. 

Census as living below the poverty level. (Under age 18). 

Expected Usage: There are 106,962 children in rural areas of 
West Virginia living below the poverty level. 

$60,500 - cost of purchasing and operating one mobile dental 
van with one dentist for one year. 

xl2 - number of vans necessary to treat 106,963 children 

once a year. (According to Southern West Virginia 
Regional Health Council, one van can treat a maximum 
of 8,400 people once a year). 

$726,000 - total estimated cost of dental care for all rural poor 
children of West Virginia for one year. (Administra- 
tive costs not included). 

B. Maximum Program 

Geographic Coverage: All rural areas of state. 

Population Coverage: All rural children in West Virginia regard- 
less of income* (Under age of 18). 

Expected Usage: There are 384,012 children in rural areas of 
West Virginia. 

$60,500 - cost of purchasing and operating one mobile dental van 
with one dentist for one year. 

x45 - number of vans necessary to treat 384,012 children once 

a year. 

*$2, 722,500 - total estimated cost of dental care for all rural children 
of West Virginia for one year. (Administrative costs not 
included) . 



*See Appendix C for details of program. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
EVALUATION OF NEEDS 

Overall, NEEDS is a valuable instrument,^ It defines and quantifies 
a number of the very fundamental problems in neighborhood life, and has 
the potential for serving as a strong foundation for community development 
in both rural and urban America. 

In carrying out the present project a number of problems were experi- 
enced in the use of the NEEDS instrument; specific problem descriptions 
and recommendations for change are specified later in this section. It 
should be understood that although we are very critical of NEEDS over- 
inclusiveness, organizational structure, and certain sets of response 
alternatives, we regard NEEDS as a valuable prototype in the development 
of neighborhood research instruments. In many ways, NEEDS merely reflects 
the complexity of the problem itself. Hopefully, the present evaluation 
of NEEDS vrill further the development of the instrument and the accomplish- 
ment of the difficult task of evaluating the quality of neighborhood life. 

Questionnaire Structure 

Retrieving data from the NEEDS questionnaire was hampered from the 
beginning by the structure of the questionnaire. While the questionnaires 
are of a type that can be fed through a scanner and the information duplicated 
on data cards, an initial major problem arose in putting the cards in the 
proper sequence. A second major problem appeared in the formatting of the 
questionnaire. 



Copies of the rxterior Premise Analysis and Interior Interview forms 
which comprise the NEEDS instrument evaluated here are included in Appendix F. 
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Specifically, Stage II of NEEDS is 17 pages long, yielding 23 cards per 
interview. The result, after scanning, was 23 groups of about 2000 cards 
each (total sample size). It was then necessary to merge these 23 groups 
in the appropriate order. Normally this is not a difficult task. The 
first step was to sort the 23 groups on some identification number unique 
to each questionnaire (set of 23 cards), and this was accomplished through 
each interview's I.D. number. The second step was to sort within each set 
of 23 to get the set in the correct sequence. This could not be done for 
the interview numbers had not been arranged sequentially; a problem that 
could have been avoided had complete instructions accompanied NEEDS* 

The second and u:ost consequential problem involved the format of the 
card. The difficulty was that instead of entering the number of the reply 
selected in one or two card columns, the question format provided as many 
card columns as possible replies. For example, a question with two replies, 
yes or no, was given two card columns. If yes was the answer the first 
column was punched and the second was left blank. If no was indicated 
the reverse was true. To then give a simple frequency count two sub- 
variables had to be displayed. The first with the number of yes replies 
and the blanks, the second with no replies and the blanks. As the number of 
replies to a question increased, the number of sub-variables became very 
large; when cross-classifications were required the size became prohibitive. 
This type of organization also made more sophisticated statistical analyses, 
such as A..alysis of Variance or Regression Analysis, very difficult to 
impossible, because the total sum of squares of a dichotomous dependent 
variable with replies 0 and 1 equaled zero. 

Thus, the data in its present form did not easily lend itself to 
further research and analysis. This could have been avoided by formulating 
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the data so that the designated card columns gave the reply number and not 

merely a blank or a one reply. Also, much time could have been saved if 

the interview numbers had been sequentially arranged. 

General Reconmiendation: A complete reformat ing of NEEDS, simplifying 
the coding of alternative responses to questions. 

Questionnaire Content 

A. NEEDS 

1. Exterior Premise Analysis (Stage I) 

While most items yield information, it would appear that the inter- 
correlation between interior and exterior permise conditions is sufficiently 
high that, for research purposes , the nuirf>er of exterior items could be 
reduced. For example, it is quite likely that if in Stage II the kitchen 
stove doesn't work (item 90), there are bathroom deficiencies (item 91), and 
there are sagging walls (item 114) and unsafe electrical conditions (item 118), 
then it's very probable that there will also be rubbish accumulation, un- 
collectable discards, etc., appearing in the Exterior Premise Analysis. 

For purposes of community planning and/or articulating community problems, 
it may be desirable to have this abundance of information. For research 
purposes, however, the amount of information to be managed could be reduced 
through the use of probability statements and limited sampling. 

B. NEEDS Interior Interview (Stage II) 

1. In an apparent artcsipt to cover everything of iGq>ortance in assess- 
ing neighborhood life (admittedly a difficult problem) the questionnaire 
seems to drift on and on, sometimes returning to information touched on 
earlier, sometimes not. For example, physical housing information is 
gathered on page 1^ of Stage U, then pages 15 and 16 deal with rents and 
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salaries » and concerns with human services, respectively, then page 17 
returns to attitudes and information on housing. Similarly basic informa- 
tion on household occupants is split across pages 3 and 6, with parents' 
physical and behavioral concerns about children on pages 4 ;^nd 5; behavioral 
concerns, this time for older children, emerges again on page 11. 

Recommendation 1: Reorganize Stage II of NEEDS with an attempt to 
create meaningful, coherent, complete organizational sub-structures. 

2. Stage II tends to have a metropolitan, large city flavor to it, 

and most items referring to large city problems are inappropriate to research 

in predominately rural areas such as West Virginia. Specifically, items 

12, 13, 102, 110, 126, 128, and 129 are limited value <i West Virginia, 

and could probably be omitted from rural surveys. 

Reconm^ndation 2: Have rural interviewers omit items 12, 13, 102, 110, 
126, 128, and 129 in most rural research. 

3. There is no information gathered in Stage II regarding the 
frequency or incidence of retardfition across all age groups, or senility 
as a problem among the aged. 

Recommendation 3: The inclusion of items which would assess the 
problems of retardation across all age groups, and senility (and 
associated problems) among the aged. 

4. Items 10 and 11 required the interviewer to vrlte information on 
the interview format. In large scale research, such as the present project, 
the labor costs associated with extracting and coding this information 
render it virtually worthless, or at best of very low yield in a cost- 
benefit framework. 

Recommendation 4: Provide a coded format for items 10 and 11. 

5. Items 39-44, 46-51, 53-59, and 60 all attempt to link specific 
problems to particular members of the household. Tremendous confusion 
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was experienced in the present data analysis with respect to who had what. 
Ultimately this resulted in a loss of precision in the data analysis because 
of our being forced to simply look at the frequency of occurrence of problems 
among, say, adults, rather than among "head of household", "spouse", etc. 

The source of the confusion stemmed from the demand that each inter- 
viewer remember which household resident was which coded or numbered perscu, 
a difficult task* This was compounded by possible errors in coding as the 
nuiid)ered person format was used. Further, the computer programs available 
to extract this information were unable to keep the cast of household 
characters straight. 

Recommendation 5: Recode items 39-44, 46-51, 53'-59, and 60 in a 
simpler format, e.g., by household residents* sex, role, and age 
status. While this might lengthen the number of pages required 
for the data, it would enhance precision and eliminate much data 
confusion. 

6. Items 73 and 74 seem to contain a laundry list of reasons why 
people have difficulties using health services. The internal logic of this 
list is not easily dlscernable. In addition, there is some redundancy 

in the response alternatives, e.g., in item 74 alternative 1, "facility 

too far away", is probably highly correlated with response 8, "costs too 

much to get to health service". 

Recommendation 6: Restructure the response alternatives of items 
73 and 74 in an attonpt to simplify the items; e.g., the use of 
fewer but broader categories, such as costs, mode of travel distance, 
problems in communicating with health personnel, etc. 

7. Considerable confusion grew out of the data reported on page 16. 
While this confusion was, to some extent, true for every item on the page, • 
it seemed most typi.Ml of itcns 103 through 106. The inconsistency in 
item format (103 vs 104; 103 and 104 vs 105 and 106) made the interpreta- 
tion of computer printouts rather difficult. Further, these inconsistencies 
created problems in making comparisons among the four items. 
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Recpmnendation 7: Reforaat items 103 - 106 so that the response 
categories are consistent across Items. 

8. Also on page 16, questions arose regarding whether or not the 
response alternatives In Item' 107 had been subjected to psychological 
scaling techniques. The value of the information attained would be sub- 
stantially enhanced if this were so. 

Recommendation 8: If not already done, subject the response 
alternatives of item 107 to psychological scaling techniques, 
then reformat consistent with scaling principles. 

9, Similar to item 107, item 109, if not already developed via 
psychological scaling techniques, would have its informational and predic- 
tive value substantially increased if response alternatives were created 
through scaling methods. 

Recommendation 9: If not already done, subject response alterna- 
tives in item 109 to psychological scaling techniques, then reformat 
the item consistent with scaling principles. 




CHAPTER SEVEN 
CONCLUDING COMMENTS 



This research project has attempted to quantify a ntunber of dimensions 
of neighborhood life in West Virginia. Wliile many of the major findings 
regarding differences in health, housing, and human concerns across socio- 
economically defined neighborhoods may not be too surprising to readers who 
have some familiarity with life in Appalachia, these data provide what 
may be the most comprehensive and soundest data base for planning in the 
state's history. Hopefully the data will be further analyzed and applied 
towards the planning of effective human services in West Virginia. 

While 52% of the U.S. population earned less than $10,000, and 20% 
less than $5000 in 1970, approximately 70% of West Virginia's population 
earned less than $10,000 in that year, and 32% lived in families where the 
income was less than $5000,^ It is these families, particularly the 
latter, that the research strongly suggests are in need of ways to increase 
the quality of their lives. Coiiq)ared to upper income families, their 
health is nearly twice as bad, their housing deficient, and community 
services in both the private and public sectors arc less available to them. 

Of equal concern, from both research and community development points 
of view, is the fact that although low income families in the present 
study were more politically active than higher income groups, they felt 
unrepresented in local government. It is possible that effective human 
services in these low income neighborhoods will come about only after 



Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce, 1972. 
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the undertaking of community organization efforts necessary to change 
whatever realities support this feeling of removal from government, 
and perhaps democracy Itself. 

Life for the poor In Appalachla has never been easy. Over the years 
the stresses of mountain life and an economic dependence upon the 
declining Industries of agriculture and mining have combined to consume 
the resources of most economically poor families. However, the past does^ 
not necessarily predict the future. 

In recent years a number. of changes have brightened the state's 
potential for the future; the out-mlgratlon of the state's population 
has virtually ceased; coal mining has again become economically viable, 
although Its long-range future remains somewhat uncertain; and state tax 
revenues have Increased, with state government reporting a considerable 
surplus in fiscal year 1972-73. This combination of population stability 
and increasing resources may provide the conditions necessary to dramat- 
ically improve the quality of life in West Virginia. It is our intent 
that the present data serve both as a base for that development, and a 
set of benchmarks against which the effectiveness of future programs 
of human services can be measured. 

West Virginia's abundance of beauty and physical resources are 
perhaps unparalleled in the United States. If she is to attain the 
stature she deserves, there must be a sharply expanded development of 
her greatest resource: her people. Hopefully, this project will help 
attain that end. 
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APPENDIX A 



Free Bus System Demonstration Project In 
Raleigh County, West Virginia^ 



In September, 1967, the Raleigh County Community Action Association 
(RCCAA) received a $44,400 grant from the Office of Economic Opportunity 
(OEO) to operate a free bus system in a sparsely populated rural area of 
Raleigh County, approximately 22 miles from Beckley. RCCAA was able to 
utilize the initial funding to operate a fleet of five buses for a period 
of 19 months. 

Operations consisted of one round trip from each designated route to 
Beckley and back. Three-fourths of the riders were picked up in front of 
their homes. The drivers were salaried local residents, all of whom 
were previously in need of employment. 

1. Degree of Usage - Approximately 250 different people utilized 
the buses each month. At the end of operations, the buses were functioning 
in excess of 110 percent of rated capacity. 

2. Purpose of Usage - As the data in Tc?ble A-1 indicate, the majority 
of rides were for purposes of shopping. A significant percentage of 
riders also attended community action meeting (for which special bus 

runs were made) and received medical care or visited social service 
agencies. Very few riders used the buses for transportation to work. 

3. Benefit/Cost - $91,563/$44,400 2.06 

4. Savings per rider per month - $21.70. This total includes 



^Source: Resource Management Corporation, The Transportation 
Needs of the Rural Poor, Report prepared for the Bureau of Public Roads, 
U.S. Dept. of Transportation, 1969. 
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Trip Purposes Reported By Free Bus Passengers : 



Activity 



Percentage of all Trips 



Grocery Purchases 
Other Shopping 
CAA Meetings 
Medical/Doctor 
Work 

Food Stamps 

Church 

Visiting 

Welfare 

Recreation 

Job Training 

Social Security 



28-48 
18.24 
13-85 
12,28 
6.74 
5.48 
4,70 
3.34 
2.77 
1.98 
1-77 
1.72 



savings In transportation costs In addition to benefits from greater 
access to lower shopping prices and social sector goods and services. 

5. Value of Improved access to medical care - Estimated at $100 
per year for each rider who recleved medical care. 

6. Who utilized service - 79 percent of the riders were classified 
as poor. Only 27 percent of the county was so categorized. 
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APPENDIX B 

Co-op Transportation Systems In 
Appalachian, North Carolina^ 

In June, 1968, OEO granted funds for local research into the feasi- 
bility of a cooperative transportation system* Several plans grew out of 
meetings with citizens in low income communities* What was agreed upon 
as the most workable plan was adopted and put into operation in Watauga 
Coutty, North Carolina* This effort served as a model and the idea of 
cooperative transportation quickly spread to surrounding counties, each 
modifying the plan to suit local needs* 

1* Watauga County: "The Green Eagle Rural Community Transportation 
Cooperative" - Members of this group, with the assistance of community 
action advisers, drew up bylaws and issued $5 shares that made residents 
eligible to ride the buses* All management decisions, including scheduling, 
are made by a majority vote of all members* The cost of fares is also 
determined by members and varies with the purpose and duration of each 
trip* Initial OEO funding covered the first monthly payments for the 
Co-op* 8 four small buses, as well as operating expenses such as driver *s 
salaries* After a period of a year and a half, the system was put on 
its own resources* 

2* Avery County Co-op Bus System - This system is similar to the 
one in Watauga County except that scheduling is simplified because all 
members live In the conmunity of Beech Mountain* 

3* Mitchell County Co-op Bus System - This system also serves 
primarily one community, that of Buladeen* It has been used exclusively as 



2 

Source: "The Green Eagle", Mountain Life and Work^ July-August, 
1970, pp, 16-17 

-020o 



189 



a means of transportation to work and operates round the clock. So 
successful has been this system that its original 12 passenger bus has 
been traded in for a 34 - seat model* 

Observations On Bus Systems. Free And Cooperative ; 

The above mentioned cooperative transportation projects of a cooperative 
nature, all managed through a basic form of participatory democracy, 
seemed to offer an excellent opportunity for rural people to tailor a 
transportation system to the particular needs and life-styles of their 
area. In addition, the ccnmnunity organizations formed around the bus 
systems of both general types would seem to provide the groundwork for 
concerted action on other local problems. 

Difficulties encountered by special transportation systems established 
specifically to get inner-city residents to suburban jobs might tend to 
plague the longisr-lived rural bus systems. Once the poorer urban residents 
were made financially able by their suburban jobs, they were found to 
purchase cars and thus cease to provide the special transportation systems 
with the patronage necessary to operate. In the case oi rural bus systems, 
this potential problem might be the subject of future research. 
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APPENDIX C 

Mobile Dental Clinic Program of Che 
Southern West Virginia P,eglonal Health Council 

Since 1970 the Southern West Virginia Regional Health Council has 
operated four two-chair nobile dental units in conjectlon with two 
fixed dental clinics. Both the mobile clinics and fixed offices have 
operated almost from the outset at peak capacity, averaging a total of 
700 corrections each month by the individual dentists. Children have 
been given priority in this dental care project although treatment is 
made available to additional age groups when alternative means of care 
are not available. 

Operation of the various dental clinics has been coordinated with a 
program of intensive dental education and preventive measures in area 
elementary schools. Applications of stannous flourlde and dental 
health lectures have been combined to produce positive results. This 
project reached more than 25.000 children in five counties during the 
first six months of its operation. In conducting the education project 
it was discovered that 352 of those participating had never owned a 
toothbrush, and 45% had never visited a dentist. 
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West Virginia Transportation Stamp Program 



State initiative and Federal funding has permitted the West Virginia 
Department of Welfare to institute the nation's first transportation 
stamp program. Called TRIP (Transportation Remuneration and Incentive 
Program) this innovative approach to the transportation problems of the 
handicapped and elderly poor has been granted $4.5 million in GEO funds 
for Fiscal Year 1973-1974. TRIP also provides subsidies to enable commercial 
carriers to establish new transportation systems or Improve existing 
ones. 

As the program is presently structured, only those persons 60 years 
of age or older with incomes of less than $1»500 are eligible to par-- 
ticipate. It is anticipated that the physically handicapped will be in- 
cluded at a later date. TRIP stamps are distributed according to an in- 
come discount system similar to that used by the Federal Food Stamp Pro- 
gram. Those with the lowest incomes pay only a token fee of 25 cents for 
a monthly quota of stamps. TRIP stamps can be used on any public conveyance 
that qualifies for the program, including taxis. 

In addition to facilitating transportation for those most in need 
of mobility, TRIP is intended to provide public carriers with the in-- 
centive to modify their facilities to accommodate the handicapped and 
aged poor and to expand their services into new areas. 

Although TRIP is an innovative and praiseworthy effort to end the 
forced isolation of many West Virginians, the present program appears 
to have two problems. First, it is not clear at this time whether or 
not private citizens who transport their neighbors may receive reim- 
bursement for TRIP stamps. Secondly, TRIP neglects the large number of 
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West Virginia's poor who are under the age of 60 « TRIP would be most 
beneficial to this sector of the population » primarily because of its 
ability to provide improved access to employment opportunities* Due 
to the fact that TRIP has recently been funded as a pilot transportation 
project » these apparent shortcomings may well be elimated by the program's 
future expansion* 
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NET INCOME BASIS FOR COUPON ISSUANCE 








HOUSEHOLD SIZE 








ONE PERSON TWO PERSONS 


THREE PERSONS 


Monthly 
INCOME 
RANGE 


STAMP 
PRICE 


STAMP STAMP 
VALUE PRICE 


STAMP 
VALUE 


STAMP STAMP 
PRICE VALUE 




0-25 




$10.00 








1 00 


10 00 






77-123 


2 00 


10 00 






124.183 


300 


10.00 




• 


184-266 


500 


10.00 






0-63 




S 50 


$15.00 




54-106 




2.00 


15.00 




107-156 




3.00 


15.00 




157-250 




4.03 


15.00 




251-360 




6.00 


15.00 




0-75 




• 




$ .75 $18.00 


76-129 








2.00 18.00 


130-182 . 








3.00 18.00 


183-277 








5.00 18.00 


278-360 








7.00 18.00 



Source: Proposal by the State of West Virginia for Transportation Remuneration 
and Incentive Program (TRIP) June 4, 1973. 
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APPENDIX E 
Family Health Service 

The Family Health Service is operated by the Memorial General 
Hospital Association of Elkin6, West Virginia, under a grant from the 
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. It has been established 
to provide comprehensive health services for the rural population of 
Randolph County and adjoining areas of Barbour and Pocahontas Counties, 
In addition to providing subsidized health care to families and indi- 
viduals registered with the program, the Family Health Service also 
offers health maintenance and home improvement information, a medical 
referral service, home care, and transportation to health services in 
Elkins, It is staffed by 29 full-time employees and 20 part-time family 
health workers. 

A. Family Health Workers 

Specially trained residents of rural communities act as Family 
Health Workers under the supervision of the Family Health Service. The 
Service pays these workers on a part-time basis and subsidizes their 
telephones. It is the primary function of these workers to instruct 
rural people in various health maintenance practices. They have been 
trained to provide instruction and to answer questions about safe drinking, 
water, innoculations, and care of the sick. Family Health Workers also 
provide a medical referral service, guiding their neighbors to avail- 
able specialized health services. These workers may also be called on to 
supplement health professionals in the giving of home care. 

B. Health Vans 

Families and individuals registered with the Family Health Service 
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may take advantage of the Service's two Health Vans. These are 12-passenger 
vans driven by two full-time women drivers that transport people from 
rural areas to the offices of doctors and other health professionals 
in Elkins. These vehicles are not set up as ambulances and only those 
physically capable of taking a normal automobile ride can be transported. 
One of the vans operates strictly on reservation basis and will pick 
up riders at their homes. The Family Health Service has found that once 
rural residents were made aware of the existence of the Health Van 
transportation system its patronage increased sufficiently to justify 
its continuation. Payment for utilization of the Health Van is based 
both upon the ability of the rider to pay and the length of the ride. 
The approximate cost of operating each bus on a yearly basis is $15,750. 
(45,000 miles @ 35c per mile). 
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NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION AND DECISION SYSTEM ^'^'^ 
EXTERIOR PREMISE ANALYSIS (SIDE ONE) 
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NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION AND DECISION SYSTEM 

EXTERIOR PREMISE ANALYSIS (SIDE TWO) 
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:< ''^ 0 I 3 9 4 < 4 / t 



i 6 7 • 



V»'MAT \\ . 
UNOt ii 



a: ■ 



Q 1 1 S 4 



I'NOCff S iAS & 10 Iti^ 0«iATtR Than r n~ NM UN» 

ONOfa s tfti s 10 tfi<k uiMfiff Than i: r , umk 



/ ^ t, 



HAVE ANY SEftlOUS PtiO^Hf.*^ 



n WAS THFRF 

J. r 

nr. 

HAS « 



lNESS or injury to the mother connected WITH THE PREGNANCY OR Dfir tRY Of 



.\ OPT S ^r.rs- 



01. t 7 

f ' \ if Ml 



NO fik ut*f 



I 2 J 4 N M M- 

12)4 numiK 'It i»«c<^ 
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g|)tN OtOitt TO HK>VIOt MTTIft MAiTH CAHT^WhAVE TO liNOW WHAT fiOMIMi HHJ AHO W^fWiHtH 
^ NmNtOtNOOOS. THi MIXT COUM Of QUfSTIONS »mf US OiT TMS l^mtMATIOH HAVf ANY Of TNI 

ommm mott nvi viAts of aoi mao any of tncsi comntiohs m thi »AtT Tw^vt tMinm 

Whmm M U. irfct* mtk i NOW AtOUT ANY Of TNtSC COTKNTK^S? SH#w Ow^ U A. '"'^"""^ 

m NO Nt UNK 



^ rUAli JUST OIVI Mi THt NUMSitS 0^^»« CONOtTIOHS AW TM Ntsf NAM Of ItHI CHHO. fv»« t u p^hm.n, ^ / 

1 UNAtli to tUNO 01 mm (POt cnmo ovm ONI VlAt 
0# AGI> 

) OiAfNISS Ol StMMIt tMMtU NtAtINO MfM 0*11 Ol 
iOTN iAM 

) HttOUt TffOUMI SfftNO WttM OMI 01 tOTM im IV«« 
WMfN WCAIINO OUSSfS 

4 ciHT rAUTf oa MAMUr 

» ANY tmCM DifCCT 

« mwiHio miGM Oft MAMO Oft AiM Oft TOi oa fOOT 
Oft ite 

y rAUV (CHftOMIC SMAICINO Oft TftfMOft) 

• rAiAivM or a««v wm» 

« MffATiO TtOUtil W1IM tACIt Oft tMNI 

10 ctuft raoT 

11 ffftMAMfNt (TiPmflt Oft AMY OtIOftMITV Of TMI 900T 
Oft UC Ot rtNGH Oft AftM Oft ftACK Oft Or»«ift AftlAS 

@ CmO @ Vkmm Uf4 >AA @ CMKO @ 

t) AStMMA 

1) ClftCftftAt rAtSV 

U TtiATIO »Oft MiMTAt ^IMHI Oft IMOTIONAi OlSOftOlftS 

1$ ftHCUMATK ftVCft 

I* tnursv 

\7 HtfATim 

It MCtANA Oft RUftTUftl 

\% NOTKIAMV UMOCftWtK^if 

20 OTHfl mHMUm% Oft OtSAtlUTV 

(^imty* %p9*thf . _. ,. ^ 

^ HAVi ANY Of THrCHIlMiN UNDfifnVt HAO~ ANY Of THiU CONDITtOI^S IN Wj TfisVmO WttKS? Sh»w Cm4 t%. 

^ VH NO Nft UNK 



[Slj PUASi JUST OiVt Mt THt NUM»i«$ Of THE CONINTIONS AND rHi NKST NAMI Of THi CMHO. fu« M.|>pW.i 4 i 

@ CHMO (g) S»M»« n ® CHHO @ 

1 FftCOUiNT lAt H#KTtONS 

2 Stmr THftOAT 

i SftlOUS tNKCtlONS SUCN Af AASCHSIS. SOftffS Oft 

MMAMMATKM OTHH THAN TNftOAT lUNOOft lAft MNCf ION 

4 ftftOHCHtflS Oft fNfUMONtA 

5 INCfSTlON '^SOWtN6> 

* FftACTllftl oa UKWIN ftOMf 

; ' SCiKHfS BURN^ 

I • OTNCft 

I KA Itl iCIN> 



ERIC 
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»otM *wov»i* •! o ^ n O 11 
■yoctt •omw NO •> t ot34 J / iiw^* * X 



< WON I MINB 



ERIC 



K* i7» cm 



J lAWir unci lAO ff*AH« HtGM srtUNO oa rMftvotn 

S rHUMtlOCKlNO 

4 srurrffttMG 

• IttOUfNtiT CHtWS ON riMMOS OfMft HUM #000 
« SfACr> MfS 
10 MOMfS rOO MUCH 

i I CiiNO< ro MOfHf i ot CMS roo much 

12 UiAKS THMCt ON #UtK>« < OftTtUCTIVI) 
ti OfffN Of^HSSCO MOOOV Qt WlfHOtAMM 

><« LVIHC 

ts srrAMNc 

16 foo« A»fffriri o« OTHft tAiiMG rtoMiMf 

8«5»/c^N'^fs**!ti,^» ^ 

OlMtt M« UNK OfHH Mt UNM 



rO«li«* «l4Mt« •^i^y 
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nCASf USf ACCOftOINO to AGi MCmHING WITH THf YOUNOiST MfMttt RVi YfAHS Of AOi Of OiOift. iMT'*** •t«<i*« 
,at,> VYHAf IS m^*> tfUllONSN^ TO THC HfAO Of HIS (Nfi) fAMHY UVINO IN NOUSfHOlO? 



ERIC 



'\ m X ^! \* 

(01) 

@ 
(pi) 

@ 
® 

® 

® 



@ 

@ 
@ 

@ 
® 

® 
® 

® 

® 
® 





MMi 


PtMAU 




N« 




MAU 
MAlf 
MAU 
MAlf 
MAU 


HMAli 
HMAU 
rtMAlf 
HMAlf 
UMAU 




N« 
N« 
N« 
Mi 
Nt 


UN« 
UNK 
UNK 
UN« 
UNA 


32 MOW 

00 0 


OLD IS 


i 


c ' 'Moirf aq« in 
4 tl«v S A 
4 iHtitv % A 


NC UMK 
7 t t 


ov 






4 MN' ) * 


Nt 


Mm, 


.01^ 0 




1 


4 ■ S A 


7 t 


♦ 






S 


« IKV $ A 


Nl 


UNK 






t s 


4 <MM(t S A 


f • 


♦ 








4 ilHi 5 4 


Ml 




07) 0 




s 


4 (MMH } 4 


7 • 








} 




NC 


UNK 


pvy 0 






4 !.«Mf> \ A 


7 • 


• 








4 tuv 5 A 


Hi 


UNK 


m} 0 




> 


t U«<^ S A 


1 • 


t 



fiMAii 



ftMAU 



VtMAM 



tM UNK| 



NA UNK 



MM 
lANfi 



tun 
wmw 



ItM 



• f 

m Mm 

• f 

MA UNK 

• f 

Nt UNK 
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j^l WHAT MONTH AND YEAR WAS - 
-^WHAT WAS iPctons «ome AGE Ar LAST BIRTHDAV' 

@ MO Yi AGE @ MO , 



03) MO VI 

@ MO Vi 

@ MO Yi 

@ MO ^ Vi 

(j^Mo in 



AGE , 
AGE 
AGE. 
AGE. 

AGE.. 



^ MO 

@ MO 

@ MO ... 

@ MO _ 

ii 



AGfe 

AGE . 

AGE 

AGE 

AGE 

AGE 



IS (nnpn > nam*! NOW MAKRiEO. SEPARATED. DIVORCED. WIDOWED OR NEVER MARRIED? fU*^ suppi^mem thtt ncWtd 1 



® 
@ 
@ 
© 



NOW 
MAflHID 

NOW 
MARMD 


SifAlATIO 
SfMlATiO 


DIVORCED WIDOWED 
DIVOtCED WIDOWED 


NfVH 
MAMIfO 

MAfilfD 


Nt 
NR 


ilNK 
UNK 


NOW 
MAMHiD 


SEfAIATED 


DIVOtCED 


WIDOWED 


NfVM 
MARttfD 


NR 


UNK 


NOW 
MAfttlfD 


SitAIATEO 


OIVOfCED 


WIDOWED 


NCVCR 
MAtillD 


NR 


'JNK 


NOW 
MAMliO 


SfTARATED 


DIVOtCED 


WIDOWED 


NEVEII 
MAIRIED 


NR 


UNK 


NOW 
MAMMD 


S9AtATI0 


MVORCIO 


WKKMViO 


Mvn 

MAMm 


m 


UNK 



WHAT IS THE HIGHEST GRADE (OR YIAR^ OF REGUIAR 

'•^ SCHOOL f^*non • nam*! HAS EVER ATTENDED^ (U now attMnd,-, 
mark grod* fi« sfi* is in / fU%m iuppt*m»nt th*wt tt n«*d*d / 



NOW 

NOW 

©MItMtCD 



SEPARATED 
SEPARATED 
SffARATEO 
SEPARATED 
SEPARATED 
S»A«ATiO 



DIVORCED 
OIVORCH) 
OIVORCiO 
DIVORCED 
OlVOtCCO 

mvorao 



WIDOWED 
WIDOWED 
WIDOWED 
WIDOWED 
WIDOWED 



NR 



NR 
NR 



^NONE 

@ 


1 








TUS 


NURSERY 




KtND€R 


NR 


UNK 


@ » 


« 
1 


t 


r 


4 


VWtl 

:iNi 


> 

NURSERY 




7 

KINDER 


• 

NR 


• 

UNK 


(os) Q. 

® 


- 1 
1 






4 


VINTt 
TIM 


$ 

NURSCRV 




7 

KINDER 


R 

NR 


UNK 


@ » 

@ 


1 
t 


% 




4 


witn 

HNS 


5 

NURSERY 


4 


7 

KINDER 


R 

NR 


f 

UNK 


@ «^ 
QNONi 


1 
I 


t 


X 


4 


UNtn 


S 

NURSEPY 


6 


KtNOCR 


NR 


• 

UNK 


® 0 


1 


t 


t 


4 


mn 


& 


6 


f 


• 





® 

© 
© 
© 
© 
@ 

@ 



0 

NONE 



O 

NONE 



0 

NONE 



NONE 



^NONE 



TIM 
WNTS 

run 
Min 

TIM 
UNtTS 

TIM 
tWITS 

TIM 

mnn 

I 

TIM 
UMTI 



ft 

NURSCRV 



& 

NURSiRY 



ft 

NURSiRY 



S 

NURSERY 



ft 

NURSCRY 



-T 
KINDER 



KmOCR 



7- 

KMOiR 



T 



KINDER 



t 



UNK 
UNK 
UNK I 
UNK 
UNK 
UNK 



NR 



UNK 



UNK I 



r ; 

UNK 



- ♦ 

unk| 



UNK, 



[3^ OlDrNdfn* <»l fiMd »l fomify> FINISH THE HIGHEST GRADE (OR YEAR) HE (SHE) ATTENDED? Kmd. ooh, on* ftsp*AM^ 
— NOW ATTINDING NNISHCO DID NOT NNlSH NR UNK 



IN THi UST SIX MONTHS HAS rP«i>pn, nam«« BEEN WORKING FUlL TIME, PART TIME, NOT WORKING BUT ICOKING 
^ fOR WORK, NOT WORKING AND NOT LOOKING FOR WORK. ATTENDING SCHOOL OR KEEPING HOUSE'>/u>« »upphm*nt 

^ @ @ 



(QO ttVOMMT 



UNK 



OTHIR NR 



UNK 

© 



K« lat (ON 
♦ 70 



OTHH NR UNK 
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^ WORKING H)M TIMf 
WORKING PART JmZ 

NOT WORK NG tin LOCKING fOX WORK 

NOt WORKING AND NOT LOOKING fOR WORK 

ATTENDING SCHOOL 

KtEPtNG HOUSE 
OTHPR NR K 

woRKiMG fjLi rtve 

WORKING CARr TiA'E 

NOT FORKING RUT LOOKING K>R WORK 

NOT W0RHIN4i AND NOT lOOKINO fOR WORK 

/jriNOINO SCHOOL 

KfRPiNC HOUSE 
OTHlfi N* UNH 

WORKING FULL TlMl 
v>^ORKiNu f^ART TIME 

NOT WORKtNG BUT LOOKING FOR WORK 

NOT WORKINO AND NOT LOOKINO FOR WORK 

ATTINDIHO SCHOOL 



UNK 

® 



OTHIR 

% 



NR uNK 



OTHER NR UNK 



OIHH 
% 



KEfPiNO HOUSE 
OTHIR NR UNK 



OTHIR NR uNK 



OTHIR NR UNK 
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17 



lINTERVrEW NUMBER 



5tl HAS ANYONE FIVE YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER IN THIS 

HOUSfHOLO HAD ANY OF THESE CONDITIONS IN THE PAST 
TWEiVt MONTHS ? Show Cgrd 3t. HOW ABOUT ANY OF 
THlSi CONDtTlbNS? Show Card 3iA. PUASE JUST GIVE 
ME THE NUMBER OF EACH CONDITtON AND HOV MANY 
PEOflE HAD THAT CONDITION, fff rh«f« ore mo#« tho» twmtve p*oplm 

ew*r four m thm houtmhold rvcord (ondiUom tor person! nvmb€t*d over fwefve 
on the ^uppitment theft* onty i 



NOnC Ni UNK 



1st COMOIfiaM 
0 

M CONaiTtOM 



COOe THE CONDITION NUMKRS 



Mils 



3 4 wnti 5 



M CONOITlON I 

O I 

4* COHWTKM I 

0 I 

Ml CONMTION I 

0 I 



'4^' on tht. ^#«^' paqe tt on»* 



> i t 



3 



Min 

HNS 



4 mrrs i 6 7 9 
38' OS* '39. ri| .'^ «coo«»erf 



WHO HAD 'No«v>r 0^ f.>«t cond>r>on m 1 3<! (Code person number* 

— ' NR UNK 

0 I 2 UNS 

0 1 2 3 4 UNITS $678* 

C) DID. Persons nome; ENTER THE HOSPtTAl, SEE A DOCTOR, 
OR RECEIVE HOME CARE FOR THIS CONDITION'' 

(Code only *he most severe ' 
HOSnTAUZED DOCTOR HOME CAK NONE Of THESf NR UNK 



B) ABOUT HOW MANY DAYS DURING THE PAST TWELVE 

MONTHS HAS THIS CONDITION KEPTrPer«ons nome> IN 

BED AIL OR MOST OF THE DAY'' 

0 1 2 3-5 6-10 11 15 16 30 31 3» 36 PIUS NR UNK 

Mrs 

D) HAS ^Persons nomeJ HAD ANY SPECIAL TRAINING, THERAPY 
OR REHABtUTATtON FOR THIS CONDITION'' 

YfS NO NR UNK' 



40) A) WHO HAD irtome n'tond condrrion >n h8 >' fCode pe.son number) 

^ NR UNK 

ft t 2 KM 

0 13 3 4 UNITS 5 6 7 *9 

, DID 'Pc.«. . . r.' . ENTER THE HOSPITAL, SEE A DOCTOR, 
OR RECEIVE HOME CARE FOR THIS CONDITION? 

^Code on/y the moit tevere ' 
HOSIMTAUZED DOCTOR HOME CARE NONE Of THESE NR UNK 



~B) ABOUT HOW MANY DAYS DURING THE PAST TWELVE 
MONTHS HAS THIS CONDITtON KEPT /Pe.son s nome) IN 
BED ALL OR MOST OF THE DAY'' 

0 1-3 3-5 6-10 11--.5 16-30 31 -35 36 PIUS NR UNK 

OJkrs 

D) HAS fPerton s nomef HAD ANY SPECIAL TRAINING, THERAPY 
OR REHABIUTATION FOR THIS CONDITION^ 



Y€S 



NO 



NR UNK 



[41^ A) WHO HAD ,N«rp^ of thtfd coidO.on -nllsi/' (Code pv.ton numbt^. ) ^) 
0 I J I*N' 

0 I V 3 4 DNiiS S & 7 8 9 

C) DID r Persons nom^ ENTER THE HOSPITAL, SEE A DOCTOR, D) 
OR RECEIVE HOME CARE FOR THIS CONDITION'' 



NONh Of THESE 



Nfi iJNK 



ABOUT HOW MANY DAYS DURING THE PAST TWELVE 

MONTHS HAS THIS CONDITION KEPT ^Persons nOme» IN 

BED AU OR MOST OF THE DAY'' 

0 1-3 3-5 6-10 11-15 16-30 31>35 36 PIUS NR UNK 

OATS 

HAS /Person's f^me) HAD ANY SPECIAL TRAINING. THERAPY 
OR REHABIUTATION FOR THIS COMOITION'' 



YES NO 



UNK 



'42^ A; WHO HAD Nor^e 0^ ^ou*rS condifron in!38,/'> iCoHe oenon number^ ^) 

^ — ^ ' NR UNK 

0 1 7 TINS 



! 



UNITS 



C) DID PeMors m,mc/ ENTER THE HOSPITAL SEE A DOCTOR, D) 
OR RECEIVE HOM€ CARE FOR THIS CONDITION'' 

Cod* Onff fSp mvif i««vtK 
HOS'ITauZEO doctor home cars none these NR UNK 



ABOUT HOW MANY" DAYS DURING THE PAST TWELVE 

MONTHS HAS THIS CONDITION KEPT /Persons nomeJ IN 

BED ALL OR MOST OF THE DAY'' 

0 1-3 3-5 6-10 11-15 16-30 31-35 36 PLUS NR UNK 

Dtvs 

HAS /Persor^'s nome) HAD ANY SPECIAL TRAINING. THERAPY 
OR REHABILITATION FOR THIS CONDITION? 



Y€S NO 



NR UNK 



^ A; WHO HAD tNo 



I 



hffh cond.t.o" 
tINS 
4 UNITS 



38 'Codt pfiion nvmhn) 
' ' NR UNK 



C) DID ^Person ^ nom«; ENTER THF HOSPITAL. SEE A DOCTOR, 
OR RECEIVE HOME CARE FOR THIS CONDITION? 

(Code only the mosr seveie I 
HOSPITAUZiD DOCTOR HOME CARE NONE Of THESE NR UNK 



B) ABOUT HOW MANY DAYS DURING THE PAST TWELVE 

MONTHS HAS THIS CONDITION KEPT /Person $ nome^ IN 

BED ALL OR MOST OF THE DAY'' 

0 1-335 6-10 11-15 16-30 31 35 36 PIUS NR UNK 

D) HAS /Persor^s nomeJ HAD ANY SPECIAL TRAINING, THERAPY 
OR REHABILITATION FOR THIS CONDITION? 



YES NO 



NR UNK 



A^ WHO HAD , Nomt 9t conJ.t 



(Code pe'ion nvmbetl 
^ NR UNK 



I 



rfNS 



^« C) DID .^n. nam" ENTER THE HOSPITAL, SEE A DOCTOR 
t OR RECEIVE HOME CAR^ FOR THIS CONDITION'' 

* 'Code i>n(/ fhr mosf c 

HOSPtTAUZEO DOCTOR HOME CARE 



NONE Of THES€ NR 



UNK 



ERIC 



B) ABOUT HOW MANY (fAYS DURING tHE PASf TWELVE 

MONTHS HAS THIS CONDITION KEPT /Persons nome^ IN 

BED ALL OR MOST OF THE DAY? 

0 1-3 3-^5 6-10 11 IS 16 30 31 35 36 PLUS NR UNK' 

»*TS 

D) HAS /Pe.son» nome) HAD ANY SPECIAL TRAINING, THERAPY > 
OR REHABILITATION FOR THIS CONDITION^ 1 
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kS DOES ANYONE FIVE YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER IN T'rtlS 

HOUSEHOLD HAVE ANY Of THESE CONDITIONS? Show Cord 
45. Pt£ASE JUST GIVE ME I HE NUMBER OF EACH CONDITION 
AND HOW MANY PEOPLE HAVE THAT CONDITION. 

lit mo/e Ihon t^vh" poop't o^t fojt ,n ihv hoWir*hoM r«o»rf lyid-f'CP* tof 
peftoni rtwmbrrfd o/^t twelvr on the iVftpl^mvnl ihwmti only • 

HO tiV '>UX 



1ST CONOiTtON 
0 ( 
390 CONOtriON 
0 I 

0 i 



CODE THE CONOinON NUMBERS 



ONUS > 

UNllS & 
I ft!) 



2N0 CONDITION 
0 1 

4TH CONDITION 
0 1 

6TH CONDITION 
0 I 



0 'JN\ 



'45' fO '-^ S? 1 «' rn. r ' 

|46| A^ WHO HAD Nun«» 9* hnt lonottton in ^45 (Code p«r>on number f 

Nt UNK 



UMITS 

Km 



6 

1? 



7 1* 



7 • » 



7 • « 



I 



C) DID Pe.^o ^ no.^r. ENTER THE HOSPITAL. SEE A DOCTOR. 
OR RECEIVE HOME CARE FOR THIS CONDITION^ 

, Code only most tt^Kif I 
KO$FlTAti7CD DOCTOf? HOMf CAtf NONf Of THESE NR UNK 



B) ABOUT HOW LONG DURING THE PAST TWELVE MONTHS I 
HAS THIS CONDITION KEPT ,^ttsom name) IN BED ALL OR > 
MOST OF THE HAY" - * • i mos 

I ? mS 3 WKS I MO 7 MO^ 3 MOS PIUS Nl UNK 

Q 

Oi HAb f^t^ont "om^i HAD ANY SPECIAL TRAINING, THERAPY 
OR REHABILITATION FOR THIS CONDITION? 

YES NO NR UNK^ 



|47 A) WHO HAD Vomt o* »«<ond tondihon m Us\ P rCod» ptaon nttmbfi) 
0 1 2 uns 



B) ABOUT HOW LONG DURING THE PAST TWELVE MONTHS 
HAS THIS CONDITION KEPT (f«Mon» npmt, IN BED ALL OR 
MOST OF THE DAY' - ■ 4 mos 

) ; AKS J WKS t MO 7 MO) 3 MUS PIUS NK UNI 



C, . . . . ^.N-TER THE HOSPli Al SEE A DOCTQR 

Of^ flECEtVE HOMF CARE FOR THIS CONDITION' 

HOSPtTAtlZED DOCTOR HOME CARE NONE OF THESE NR UNK 



0: HA, . HAD ANY SFECIAI TRAINING. THERAPY 

OR REHABILITATION FOR THIS CONDITION' 

YES NO NR UNI 



|48j A) WHO HftO 

0 1 2 



of 'hud tsndtttor* -n 4SI Code person rumh^tt 
^ NR UNK 

C i J i * UMirs f « • 0 

C» DiO ' oo.w ENTER THE HOSPITAL, SEE A DOCTOR 

Of RE. r/^ HOME CARE FOR THIS CONDITION? 



C, ENitk THE HOi>f>lTAl SEE A DOCIOR 

O- v v-,Mf (.ARE fOR TH«S CONOJTfON^ 



•^iP'^r Of "MfjC 



B) ABOUT HOW LONG DURING THE PAST TWELVE MONTHS 
HAS TK;S CONDITION KEPT f erton > nam*) IN BED ALL OR 
MOST OF THE DAY' • ^ • . 4,^0$ 

I WK ■ WX^ ) WKS I MO ? MOS 3 MOS ftUS NR UNI 

0 

D) HAS ^r.sp'^i nor^^i HAD ANY SPECIAL TRAINING, THERAPY 
OR REHABILITATION FOR THIS CONDITION' 

vf: mo NR UNK 

B) ABOUT HOW LONG DURING THE PAST TWELVE MONTHS 

MAS THIS CONDITION KEPT >p.,.nns nam^i IN BED ALL OR 
Mn^T OF THE DAY'' - - ' , -o-,.. ^ 

^> i f('^ i »ii ? MOS 3 MOS PIUS NR UN« 

n. HAS >t>.r.an. rnry>, HAD ANY SPECIAL TRAINING. THERAPY 
Of t/EHABlUTiTION FOR THIS CONDITION' 

fll 'Al NR UNK 



(50i A' 'V : 

0 12 N> 

0 I 2 3 4 i « 7 t 9 

C) DID p-.wr . .. ENTEP ^ME HOSPITAI SEE A DOCTOR 

09 K=c :'v» »• >ME :A^<^ for this condition' 

(CoJf oniy iht mo\f »cv«/e / 
MOSflTAlUCD OOCTCa HOME CAPE NOf:e Of THESE NR ' 'NK 



^, AtJOUT HO*A lONC OUR»NG THE PAST TWELVE MONTHS 
HAS THIS CONDITION KEPT .o<>r.^n« ncnu IN BED ALL OR i 
MOST OF THE DAY'> ■> • • mos ' 

I Vtt > wirS 1 wrs 1 *0 ? mOS 3 MOS PIUS NR UNR | 

I. I 

Di HAS r HAD ANY SPEOAL TRAINING, THERAPY 

OR J'PHAB'LITAIION FOR THIS CONDITION' 



151 A- WHO MAf .,4^- "» a. »..,,o„ /. - 

I — ^ NR "Nl' 

0 i < 

2 

^01 ? 3 4 LNri, •> 6 7 • 9 

cr; C} DID . w., {mER the HOSPtfAl SEE A DO/ }OP 
- OR RECEIVE HOME CARE ^OR THIS CONDITION' 

HOSPtTAUZED POf TC R HOME CARE NONE OF THESE NR UNK 



R ABOUT HOW LONO DURING THF PA1>T TWELVE MONTHS 
HAS THIS CONDITION KEPT " ...s < u - IN BED ALL OR 
M^-* IHE OAY^ ' 6 MOS 

' M.-JS ) M^i P"^ NR UNI 



!)• HAS P r HAO ANY SPEriAL TRAINING, THERAPY 
OR PFHABllHAriON FO*? THIS CONDITION' 



ERLC 
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[52] 



HAS ANYONE FIVE YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER IN THIS 
HOUSEHOLD HAD ANY OF THESE CONDITIONS IN THE 
PAST TWO WEEKS? Show Cord 52 PLEASE JUST GIVE 
ME THE NUMBER OF lAcM CONblTlON AND HOW MANY 
PfOPU HAVE HAD THE CONDITION iU th.,- o/e thait^n or 

mor« hovfhoU mvmbrri, ute a tupphmtn* toitn toi penom numb^td 



NO NR UNK 



I SI CONDITION 

0 I t 

ZM CONDITION 

• I t 
STH CONDITION 

C I t 

/TH CONDITION 

0 I t 



CODE TH£ CONDITION NUMSERS 
9 4 rins 



FOIM A^PROVCO 
•UDGIT tURfAU NO «SK0)}4 
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UNI It 

Tim 

UNITS 

Tim 

UNITS 

Tim 

UNI IS 



2ND CONDITION 
D I 7 

4TH CONDITION 
D I 2 

6TH CONDITION 
D 1 2 



Tim 

UNITS 
liNS 

UNltS 
TINS 

UNITS 



(tf "46 (OTNfiT t* motk^d lot any of rhei« i«v«n tanditions pleoif sp»Cify t 



II tht antwn fo Si] NO N* or UNK go to '60 p«» ihf or»f, Po.^.* It one ot mo»t t^nditttm fepO''i»rf m i52 o«Ji SJ is^' loi ep-^'fet^ <om/<uo»T* 



A) WHO HAD iNomr of ht%t tondiUon irt [52] J ' fCod* p«fioi nutnh»ti 

^ " Nt UNK 

0 I 1 TINS 

0 12)4 UNITS > 6 7 I 9 

C) DID ^l^„on>nom«> ENTER THE HOSPITAL, SEE A DOCTOR. OR RECEIVE ATTENTION AT HOME FOR THIS CONDITION IN THE PAST 

TWO WEEKS? (Cod* most i»v0,e) HOSMTALIZED DOCTOI HOME CAIE NONE OF THESE Nl UNK 



B) HOW MANY DAYS OF EMPLOYMENT (SCHOOL WORK, 
HOUSEWORK) HAS /p^mohi nom*) BEEN LIMITED IN OR 
LOST IN THE PAST TWO WEEKS DUE TO THIS CONDITION? 

7 PLUS NR Uf K, 

D I 2 3 4 DATS 6 6 



54] A) WHO HAD (Nam. of .«ond cond.i«,« ,n 5? ^ ' (Cod. p.non numb.,; HOW MANY DAYS OF EMPLOYMENT {SCHOOL WORK. j 

I— J ^ NR UNK HOUSEWORK) HAS fP.r.on. nom«J BEEN UMITED IN OR 

0 1 > LOST IN THE PAST TWO WEEKS DUE TO THIS CONDITION? 

7 PIUS NR UNK, 

0 12 3 4 UNITS $6719 01234 D«fS S 6 

C)DiD'P»Mon.nom«; ENTER THE HOSPITAL, SEE A DOCTOR, OR RECEIVE ATTENTION AT HOME FOR THIS CONDITION IN THE PAST ! 

TWO WEEKS^ /Ced« most i«v«r*/ HOSPITALIZED DOCTOR HOME CARE NONE OP THESE Ni UNK 



55 



A) WHO HAD iNomr ol Ihltd tondttton in i7' i? Code ne/ion numb*i) 

NR UNK 

0 1 2 TINS 



B) HOW MANY DAYS OF EMPLOYMENT (SCHOOL WORK. 
HOUSEWORK) HAS /P«r.o«.. •Mim«y BEEN UMITED IN OR i 
LOST IN THE PAST TWO WEEKS DUE TO THIS CONDITION? 

7 PIUS NR >JNK 

0 12 3 4 Mts S 6 



C)DIDfP*Mon.»om«) ENTER THE HOSPITAL, SEE A DOCTOR, OR RECEIVE ATTENTION AT HOME FOR THIS CONDITION IN THE PAST 



TWO WEEKS^ icodt 



HOSPITALIZED DOCTOR HOME CARE 



NONE OF THESE Ni UNK| 



56 



A) WHO HAD /Nome of fourth condition in S7 ' ^ 'C>d« person numbrt) 

NR UNK 



0 I 7 '(N^ 

0 1 2 3 4 UNIM b 6 7 • 

C) DID ^P«Mon . nomei ENTER THE HOSPITAL, SEE A DOCTOR, OR RECEIVE ATTENTION AT HOME FOR THIS CONDITION IN THE PAST 

TWO WEEKS'^ iCodft mo^t %«»e*r; HOSPITALIZED DOCTOR HOME CARE NONE OP THESE NR UNK 



~B) HOW MANY DAYS OF EMPLOYMENT (SCHOOL WORK, 
HOUSEWORK) HAS fP«Mons namt) BEEN LIMITED IN OR 
LOST IN THE PAST TWO WEEKS DUE TO THIS CONDITION? t 

7 PLUS NR UNKI 

0 1 2 3 4 DAM S 4 ! 



57 



A) WHO HAD Nome ol f^hh (f,nd,l,on ,n 32 iCodt peiion numb*il 

NR UNK 



B) HOW MANY DAYS OF EMPLOYMENT (SCHOOL WORK, 
HOUSEWORK) HAS /PeM«ni numt) BEEN LIMITED IN OR 
LOST IN THE PAST TWO WEEKS DUE TO THIS CONDITION? 

7 PIUS NI UNK 

0 1 2 3 4 lAVS S 6 



0 I t 

0 12 14 UHtlS S 6 7 I 

C} DID /P*Monsnom*j ENTER THE HOSPITAL, SEE A DOCTOR. OR RECEIVE ATTENTION AT HOME FOR THIS CONDITION IN THE PAST 

TWO WEEKS^ (Codt moit i^vefc) HOSPITALIZEO DOCTOR HOME CARE NONE OP THESE NI UNK 



0 



A) WHO HAD (Nam* ol iidthiondiiion 'n ^ j ^ iCodt p«rion numboif 

NR UNK 



B) HOW MANY DAYS OF EMPLOYMENT (SCHOOL WORK, 

..^ HOUSEWORK) HAS rp*Mon . nam*) BEEN UMITED IN OR j 

• » * LOST IN THE PAST TWO WEEKS DUE TO THIS CONDITION? t 

0 , 2 2 4 ^,S 5 . 7 • , D I 2 3 4 5 * ' ^' "^'i 

C) DID rP»n«n > nom»i ENTER THE HOSPITAL, SEE A DOCTOR, OR RECEIVE ATTENTION AT HOME FOR THIS CONDITION IN THE PAST I 

TWO WEEKS^ rCode moit leve/e HOSPITALIZED DOCTOR HOME CARE NONE OP THESE NI UNK 



|59l A) WHO HAD <Nam, of i.v.nrf, condition n 5, ^ , Cede per.on n.mfr) HOW MANY DAYS OF EMPLOYMENT '( SCHOOL WORK, 

■ — > NR UNK HOUSEWORK) HAS (Pe,*ons nomei BEEN UMITED IN OR 

0 ^ ^ ' LOST IN THE PAST TWO WEEKS DUE TO THIS CONDITION? 

• I 2 3 4 uwi. S 6 ; I f 0 12 3 4 M»S 5 ^ ' ^US NR UNK 

«^ C)DIDfP«Mon.nomeiENTER THE HOSPITAL. SEE A DOCTOR, OR RECEIVE ATTENTION AT HOME FOR THIS CONDITION IN THE PAST 

TWO WEEKS^ fCode mott tev«/*> HOSPITALIZED DOCTOR HOME CARE NONE OP THEU NR UNK 
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Br 



CONATIONS HAVE EXISTED? .UST OiJe ME ^HE ^"uViF^^c^^^ OF^THESE , 

@ Show Cord 60 @ ^ 

» WONT MIND ^ ^ I 

3 lASllY UPSIT, SAD TiMKR. hKSH 5T«UNG Off NHVOUS ! 

-* WtTS THE lEO OR Cant TOIICT TRAIN j 

5 TffOUIlE SlEEfINC Off FRfQUCNT NIGHTMARES I 

6 THUMBSUCKiNG I 

7 STUT1ERSNG j 
• BRIATHHOIDING j 
9 FRIOUINTlv SWAllOWS THtNGS OTMft THAN FOOO 

10 CfftES TOO MUCH 

11 FIGHTS TOO MUCH 

12 CUNGS TO MOTHEff 

13 ftffEAKS THINGS ON PURPOSE fOESTPUCTIVf 
»4 OFTEN DEPRESSED, MOODY OP WiTMDR*^^ 

15 LYING 

16 STEALING 

17 STARTS FIffES 



19 rOO* APKtIK OR OTHEH lATING fPOaKMi 
OTHH N« UNK 

OrHM N> UNK OTHH Nil UNK 



@ 



ERIC 



t WON T MIND ® ® 

^ IWUGH^'^* °" "'^"^ ^"'^G ONG 

3 EASILY u^SET BAD TEMPER HIGH ^Tij.'^o OR NkRVOUS 

4 //ETS THE BED OR CANT TOll£l TRAIN 

5 T80UBIE SLEEPING OR FREQUENT NiGHT VASES 

6 THUMBSUCflNG 

7 STUTTffftNG 
S fiRIATHHOlDING 

e FffWUINTLY SWALLOWS THINGS OTHtfc THAN FOOD 
10 CRtIS TOO MUCH 
n FIGHTS TOO MUCH 
1? CLINGS TO MOTHER 

»3 BffEAKS THINGS ON PUffK>SE D€STffUC'I^Et 

14 OFTEN DEMESStD MOODY 09 w<THnBAw^4 

15 LYING 

16 <TEALING 

I 1/ STARTS FIffES 

OTHM N« UNK 
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DID YOU OR ANYONE ELSE IN THE HOUSEHOLD GET HURT 
OR INJURED DURING THE LAST TWO WEEKS HERE AT HOME, 
IN THE YARD, OR IN YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD? r Huft of mtuf*d 

>tHhtd9% sv<fc thtngt as folh tuts ponontn^, burnt tndvdtng mtnor ones 
not Ihoutfht f«f»ouf } 

YES NO Nl UNK 



NO NK 



>7\ HOW MANY INJURIES OCCURRED INSIDE THE HOME ? (If on* ot mor« ">i»r.*s of« fep«r#d, yiv* ri,* rMpomfom C«>rf63 oi*d ask / 
FOR THOSE INJURIES WHICH OCCURRED INSIDE THE HOME, HOW MANY RESULTED IN EACH OF THE FOUOWING? 

WONI 1 INJURY 7 INiURIES Shew Curd 67 63 64 j iNiURIIS Nt UNK 

A) HOSPITAUZATfON 

m MEIHCAl ATTENTION SUCH AS CAiUNC A DOCTOR, GOING 
TO THE CUNIC, ETC 

C) HOME RRST AID SUCH AS A MNDAGE OiNTMfNT. OR 
OTHER TREATMENT 

D) COMftAINED Of PAIN ftUT DID NOT REQUEST OR NEED 
nRST AID 

E) DID NOT COMfUlN Of PAIN AND DID NOT RfOUEST OR 
NEED HRST AID 

[63) HOW MANY INJURIES OCCURRED IN THE YARD INCLUDING THE SIDEWALK? nt on« Of more .i.fuf.es ore reporreif. gr^e flie re«po«»d*n» 

Show Cofd 63 o»d o«li ) FOR THOSE INJURIES WHICH OCCURRED IN THE YARD OR ON THE SIDEWALK. HOW MANY RESULTED 
IN EACH OF THE FOLLOWING? 

NONE I INJURY 2 INiURIES 3 PiuS INiURIES NR UNK 

A) HOSP1TAUZATION 

Bt MEDICAL ATTENTION SUCH AS CALLING A DOCTOR GOING 

TO THE CLINIC ETC 
C> HOME FIRST AID SUCH AS A tANOAGE. QINTMCNT, OR 

OTHER TREATMENT 
D> COMPtAINED Of PAIN BUT DID NOT REQUEST OR N«D 

fiRST AID 

E| DID NOT COMPUiN Of PAIN AND DID NOT REQUEST OR 
NEED fiRST AID 



|64l HOW MANY INJURIES OCCURRED ELSEWHERE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD ? ttf o»e or more 'nfuries ore r«por»td gtv* thm respor^rfenf 

Show Cord 64 and ofli ) FOR THOSE INJURIES WHICH OCCURRED IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD, HOW MANY RESULTED IN EACH 
OF THE FOLLOWING? 



7 INiURIES SJL»«LCo?d_62„*3_.64 3 iMMmiS 

A) HOSPITALIZATION 

B< MEDlCAl ATTENTION SUCH AS CALUNG A DOCTOR GOING 

TO THE CUNIC ETC 
O HOME fIRST AID SUCH AS A BANDAGE OINTMENT OR 

OTHER TREATMENT 

D. COMPtAINED Of PAIN BUT DID NOT REQUEST OR NEED 
fiRST AID 

E. DID NOT COMPtAIN Of PAIN AND DID NOT REQUEST OR 

NEED fW^T AID 



M\ ARE YOU USING ANY ARTIF!CIAL OR OTHER METHODS OF CONTROLLING FAMILY SIZE? 



WOULD YOU PLEASE TELL ME WHAT METHODS OF CONTROLLING FAMILY SIZE YOU ARE CURRENTLY USING? PLEASE JUST . 
^ GIVE ME THE APPROPRIATE NUMBERS Show Cord 66 

1 1 fOAM JELLY OR CREAM 3> RUBBER OR CONOOM 

3> DIAPHRAGM 4) WITHDRAWAL I 

RHYTHM 6, INTRA-Ut'eRINE DEVICE (lUD) 
7) DOUCHE d. SELF DENIAL [ABSTINENCE) ! 
9) PILLS 10 MALE STERILIZATION (VASECTOMY) 
1 1) fCMALE S TERILIZATION OR TUBES T|ED ' TUBAL Ut.ATlONf^ _ ' 

HAVE YOU BEEN TO A DOCTOR, CLINRT. 6R rAMILY PLANNING SERVICE WITHIN THE LAST TWO YEARS CONCERNING USE ! 
lil) OF BIRTH CONTROL METHODS? 

YfS NO NR UNK 



68 DURING ANY SICKNESS OR ILLNESS WHICH OCCURRED WHILE LIVING AT THIS ADDRES5;, WERE THERE ANY PROBLEMS 
— TAKING CARE OF THE SICK PERSON BECAUSE OF ANY OF THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS? Show Co rd 68. 

Shnw Co»d 6« 

I< TOO MANY STAIRS TO ClIMB ? LACKED HEAT 

3 COULDNT give patient privacy 4 TOO MUCH NOISE 

z 

^ Sr DIFFICULTY IN PROVtOiNO CONSIAfiT 09 PA((1 6 NOT ENOUGH HOT WATER 
TIME PERSONAL CARE 

2o 7, NOT ENOUGH FRESH AIR 8 COULD NOT GIVE PATIENT PROPER FOOD OR DIET 

m 9) NO PRIVATE BATHROOM OR BATHROOM NOT WORKING lO) OTHER 1 1 > NO PROBLEMS 

iPfrnKr ipKtty „ . . ; 
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! 

(69| WHERE DO MEMBERS OF THIS HOUSEHOLD USUAll^ GO fOR 
MCDICAl CARE WHEN FEEUNG SKIK OR lU? <0o no, rhr j 

II rtlVATE PHTSICIAN (fr* for vtntH* t^Mtm^ hwmhh tmutomm t 
31 NflGHBOtHOOO Ot COMMUNtTY NCAITH CiNTft 
Si HOSMTAl CUNK 

7) NUiSlNG HOME SANlTAmuM. COMVAIfSC€NT m>MC 
CNItOftACTOt 
lit HAVE NfVn mWO MONCAl CAIf 



2, ftfMK) MEOICAI FACHITY Ot CfNTEt 

41 H€AITH DCTAITMfNT CUKNC 

to HOSMTU EAWRGENCY ROOM 

ti rHARMAOST DRUGGIST 

10) PMNOT GfT MEOICAI CA«f 

13) OTNE9 /rlmr «pMilrl 



M YOU OR SOMEONE IN THIS HOUSOKHO OWN A ~ j fill HOW MANY PASSENGER AUTOMOUUS ARE OWNED OR 

WOimiNG CAR. TRUCK. MOTORCYCU. OR MOTOR SCOOTBI? lilJ RfGUlARlY USED BY MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOlO? 



COUNT COMPANY CARS KWH AT HOME. 

3 PUIS 



NR UMK{ 



ft -NO. NM t UNU 9r *o 7i tt YtS mtk 7t „ _ 

m YOU M^OT MEDICAL CARE DURmG^THE NIGHTHn jTHURRYT HOW WOUID YOU W>ST UKRY OfTtO A PLACE OP 

* MH)lCAL CARE? < Co<te ■yne .cspoit** Dm not »t aa l*%e »«pot»'» "e tht tr\pondr^t 



II mVATE AUTO TRUCK OR OTHER VEWOE (Y«»#* or o frmtd t ; 
3^ tMCaoeiCY VEHiCU rAmWvnc* fe<K« m f*rm Owpt Cmt 
i) DUS TROUEY OR CASlC CAR 



UN« 



41 TAXI 

St TRAM SURWAY EUVATID TRiMN 
•) WAIK 

7t womo CAU McncAi care to my momc 

•I CANNOT GET fMOGeiCY MCIMCAI ATTcMflON 
•) OTHER f MtM* «^»#r - - 



InlWHIlE UVING at THIS RESIDENCE, HAVE ANY Of THE POUOWING REASONS PREVENTED YOU FROM USiNG A PUBLIC OR 
'private HEALTM Of? MFDfCAl SERVICE OR FROM RET>JRNtNO TO A HEALTH OR MEDICAL SERVICE WHEN tEOLIESTED TO BY A 
DOCTOR? Show Cord 73 



T t TYPE Of SSRVICS 
NEEDED NOT 
AVAHARlf 

S SAO RmiTAIK>N Of 
Hf AITH SnVICE 



9 < ACRAID OF DOCTOR 



2 I HAD TO WAIT TOO lONC AT 
HCAITH »ACIUTY 



A } DOCTOR DOKN^Y EXMAIN 
MY lUNfiSS 



10) ONtY TIME DOCTOR IS 
NCSDCO IS WHSN * AM 
V0IY SICK 



HAD BAD EXPERIENCE WITH 
HCAITH SERVICE 



7 I DON T UTE TO SiT IN 
WAITING ROOM WITH 

fforu I ¥Hom 

II t HAVE TO SEE TOO MANY 
PEOfU WKMIE DOCTOR 



^HOW ABOUT ANY OF THESE OTHfR REASONS? Show Cord 74 



HEAITH fAClUTY TOO 



7 t TUU >ICK niOM fRlOR 

VECICAl CONOtTION 



3 ) NO ONE TO CARE FOR 

CHtlDffrN 



4] OIDNT WANT TO 
ACCEPT CHARITY OR 
ANYTHING THOUGHT 
TO OE CHARITY 

t) CAN'T UNDERSTAND 
lANGUAGE OP HEAITH 
SERVICE PCRSONNa 



13 I DON T GET TO SEE 
SAME DOCTOR 
RCGUURIY 



i 



4 I COmO NOT lOCATE 
HEAITH SERVICE 
lUtUMNG 



HEALTH CARE TOO 



9) BAD wfAfHlR 



TAKES TOO lONC TO GfT 
TO HEAITH SERVICE 



10. OTHER iPIEaSE SPKIPV 



7 : HCAITH SERVICE ONLY 
OPEN HOURS WHEN 
I CANNOT RE THERE 

1 1 • NONE OP THESE 



B ) COSTS TOO MUCH TO j 
GET TO HCAITH < 
SC9VICE 

NR UNK 



[75I WHICH TWO PUBUC HEALTH SERVICES WOULD ^OU MOST UKE TO SEE MADE AVAILABLE TO PEOPLE 
^NEIGHBORHOOD? Shov. Cord 75 

RIS^ . -V 1ND RESPONSE 

0 12 2 4 omrv » 4 7 R « I nn\ 

(OTHM Pfcatr \^i:<,fr 0 : 3 3 4 mMtt S 



[^DURING THE PAST VEAR, WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING SOURCES HAVE YOU OR ANY MEMBERS OF THIS 
I-^INCOME FROM: Show Cord 76 . 

1 ) SAIARV OR wAOfS 3 , SClr EMPLOYMENT RENT 

INVESTMENTS DIVlDCNOS 
INHERITANCE 



3> OlD AGE ASSISTANCE 
UNEFirS 



S ) SOCIAL SKURtTY 

RFTltCMFN* IN'r»S^ir« 

AND RAIfROAD 

RETIREMENT 
9 ALIMONY AND 

PARCNTAi 

CH'LD SUPPORT 



AID TO THE 
PfRMANENTlV A 

TOTALLY OiSABLcO 



4) SOCIAI SECURITY 

SURVIVOR S IN>UttANCI 



AID TO *AMILIES WITH 
DEPENDENT CHILDREN 



14 >; AID TO THE RUND 



SOCIAL SECURITY 
DI^Afll'f»y WOPANCC 



UN(MPlOYMENT 
COMPENSATION 



fMEROCNCY WEIPAK 

ASS'S UNff 



KA 1)9 CIW 
«'0 



1 7 . NO INCOME 
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IN THIS 



4 7 t * I 

HOUSEHOLD RECEiVEoj 

4) SOOAL SECURITY- | 
SPCCtAl RENEfiTS 
KM PERSONS AGED 
77 AND OVER i 

Rt pCNSIONS fPi.vatc | 

rmpuntt » ft <»v»l 



13 • VETERAN S CASH 
•ENEflTS 



14) OTHER tPloo%f %pt<ttYt 



NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION AND DECISION SYSTEM 



INTERIOR INTERVIEW 

THE NEXT SEtlES Of QUESTIONS ASKS ABOUT REGUIARIY OCCUPIED 
ROOMS IN YOUR HOUSING UNIT A REGUURIY OCCUPIED ROOM IS 
A ROOM THAT YOU OR THE MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD USE 
KM SimiNG OR EATING OR UVING. NOT ORDINARIIY INCLUDED 
AS REGUURLY OCCUPIED ROOMS ARE HALLWAYS. BATHROOMS. 
WATER CLOSST COMPAKTMENTS. ALCOVES. LAUNDRIES. FURNACE 
ROOMS. PANTRIES. FOYERS. KITCHENETTES, UTIUTY ROOMS. CLOSETS. 
UNMEaTED PORCHES AND HALF-ROOMS; UNLESS THESE ROOMS ARE 
ALSO USED AS EATING ROOMS, SLEEPING ROOMS. OR LIVING ROOMS. 



FO«M AffROVED 
•UOCET lUREAU NO 13*0134 
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M HOW MANY REGULARLY OCCUPIED ROOMS ARE IN YOUR 
HOUSING UNIT^ 

[78; WHICH. IF ANY,^ OF THE FOUOWING CONDITIONS EXIST IN 
ONE OR MORE OF THESE REGUURLY OCCUPIED ROOMS? PLEASE 
JUST GIVE ME THE NUMBERS OF THE CONDITIONS Show Cord 78 
ond 79 




I) A tOOM WITH NO WOlKfNG HEATING SYSTEM NOVIOEO 

BY THE UNDlOlO 
3) A IIOOM WITHOUT WOIKINC ELECTRICITY 

3> A ROOM WITH NO WINDOW OR NO OAYllGHT 

4, A tOOM WITH NO WINDOWS THAT CAN »E OPENED OR 
' ClOSEO AT WIU AND WITH NO MKHANICAl VENTllATlON 

NR UNK 

S) NONE OF THESE 



OF fHlSi Of UNft OJ tn HO 



TOTAL NUMBER OF ROOMS WITH ABOVE CONDITIONS 
1 tins 



[t?} HOW MANY OF YOUR REGULARLY OCCUPIED ROOMS HAVE 
ONE OR MORE OF THESE CONDITIONS' Show Cord 78 ond 79. 



io] EXCLUDING THE BASEMENT, ARE THERE ANY ROOMS IN WHICH 
^ THE FLOORS SLOPE' A SLOPING FLOOR HAS ONE PART HIGHER 
OR LOWER THAN THE LEVEL OF THE REST OF THE FLOOR 



NR UNK 



^l] HOW MANY BEDROOMS DO YOU HAVE? COUNT ROOMS 
USED ONLY FOR SLEEPING 



S PLUS 



iiNicj 



liij HOW MANY ADDITIONAL ROOMS ARE NORMALLY USED FOR 
SLEEPING AND ARE ALSO USED FOR COOKING. EATING. OR LIVING? 



7 nUS NR UNK 



;83, DO YOU HAVE SIGHT PRIVACY IN THE ROOM YOU USE FOR SLEEPING? 



[jj] WHILt IN THI ROOM YOU USI rOR SLifPING. ARi YOU lOTHiRED lY NOJSI >ROW IITt llR WSIDI OR OUTSIDI THI ROOW? 



!85i WHILi IN YOUR 8ATHR00M. ARi YOU 80THERE0 lY NOISI FROM IITHiR INSIU OR OUHlDi THI lATHROOM? 



"NR ONK 



{86: DO YOU HAVE tNOUGH ELECTRICAL OUTLETS IN EACH REGULARLY OCCUPIED ROOM WITHOUT 
USING SUCH SPECIAL ADAPTORS AS MULTIPLE-SOCKET OR OCTOPUS PLUGS' 



<87 DO YOU USE AN OVEN, COOKING STOVE, i OT BELLY STOVE, HOT PLATE. FIREPLACE. OR PORTABLE 
ELECTRIC HEATER TO HELP HEAT ONE OR MORE ROOMS? 



86 OO YOU HAVE ENOUGH HEAT IN EVERt REGULARLY OCClA>IED ROOM?. 



89, WITHIN THE LAST YEAR, HAVE YOU SEEN ANY RATS OR RAT SIGNS IN OR NEAR THIS BUILDING?. . . . 

90 IS THERE A KITCHEN SINK INSIDE THIS HOUSING UNIT? . 

It ris DOES IT PROVIDE HOT AND COLD RUNNING WATER AND DRAIN AWAY WASTE WATER?. . 

IS THE SINK USED BY ANOTHER HOUSEHOLD? 



IS THERE A GAS OR ELECTRIC KITCHEN STOVE INSIDE THIS HOUSING UNIT?. 

tt ff> oxk DOES JT </VO^ ■ . V 

IS THE STOVE USPO BY ANGTH5R HOUSEHOLD'. ......... 

IS THERE A MECHANICAL REFRIGERATOR INSlOt THE HOUSING UNIT'...... 

u Yd o»ir > IS IT IN WORKING ORDER' 

IS THE REFRIGERATOR USED BY ANOTHER HOUSEHOLD' 



YES 
YES 
YIS 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 



NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 



NR 
NR 



NR 
NR 
NR 
NR 
NR 



UNK 
UNK 
UNK 
UNK 
UNK 
UNK 
UNK 
UNK 
UNK 



91 IS THERE A BATHROOM SINK INSIDE YOUR HOUSING UNIT' 

M Yd mh , DOES IT PROVIDE HOT AND COID RUNNING WATER AND DRAIN AWAY WASTE WATER?. 

IS THE SINK USED BY ANOTHER HOUSEHOLD'. . 

IS THERE A BATHTUB OR "^HOWER INSIDE YOUR HOUSING UNIT'. . 

h rrs DOES IT PROVIDE HOT AND COLD RUNNING WATER AND DRAIN AWAY WASTE WATER'. 

IS THE SHOWPR OR T je USED BY ANOTHER HOUSEHOLD'. 

i IS THERe A HUSH tqiLET iN^fOS ^OUR HOUSING UNIT'. . . . 

: - (If Yti m» i DOES n WORK'. . . . . . 

c 

IS THE TOILET USED BY ANOTHER HOUSEHOLD? 



YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YIS 



NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 



NR 
NR 
NR 
NR 
NR 
NR 
NR 
NR 
NR 



UNK 
UNK 
UNK 
UNK 
UNK 
UNK 
UNK 
UNK 
UNK 
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92 1 D06S THIS HOUSING UN»T ^iAVl ANY OF THE KHIOWING , 
CONDITIONS IN ANY 0^ l'^ ROOMS^ ► * n - 



PiUM8tNQ UAliS 



wini>Cas or r.oc«s 



SliOCir IIURtAU NO t^«0U4 



WATER COileCI C»m 
COHNGS WAU^ 
WINDOWS OR X>0«S 



[93 ! IS YOUR HOUSING UMIT 



r «Ni£0 f6« cash tiNf 

2) A COOrCRATIVC Ot COHOOMINIUM WHKH IS OWN' 0 0« tClNQ 
BOUGHT BY YOU Ot BY SOMIONi IISI IN THIS HOUSfHOlO 

3) OWNED Ot BilNO BOUGHT BY YOU Ot BY SOMIONC CiSI IN THIS 
HOUSfHOlC 

41 OCCuntD WITHOUT PAYMINf Of CASH ttNf 



fZT] WHICH Of THfc FOlU'VV'Nii OV.EGO«»SS B6S1 0E%CRI9C' 



THIS HOOSEHOiP i ^vfoNlhlY'RCUT'' '. Aft-. 
LIIj this MOUStHOtD S ^-QNa^hi > iv.vRTGAGi: J^AiMfc-^TSJ 



TINS 
UNtIS 



ti OAS^ WHAT W THC MONTHl f ^AVMCNT^ 



0 • "» 1 A u«rj 5 6 / D 
d Ott COAt KitOSiNt WOCji> ITC ; WHAT IS THf VIARtt CO&f* 



e tlAl fSIAIfc TAXtS*' WM\T !> TH£ >t^<tr PA^WtN 



'V?! NOT COUNTING YOUR hOM.. "OW man*.' aP.ak rMeNTS*^ 

' .'AND POOMifJG 'JNIT; arc \ii(tt iy, if.-i util 



t <,^ 



^100} HOY. mAW' K JO¥> 1)0 fO» ■ ' ^OU tt-^ ^ > 



ir^Of THfSe VACANT ftlNTAt UNIT^ HdvOlANY 'OcS^NCT" 
^ 4JAV/e Tueia i/iv^iiC^^ 

m UNI 

5 6 7 



l^'HAVE TH6IR OWN KITCHIN^ 

* 3 1 4 



JOIfll TfAMt U.Ct^t ^^ jORI '."tj" »h«?w 'iffi^^O: 



• fiUS 



' fQ' WITHIN IMi. lASr vfAR h N' L T». ' '^W5ImG WIN A MAJOR THtf Al IN >HIS NCiOMtdiMOO 

LJj ^hp^fii. Qo'<i ^P? 

' y,t^V^^rli^'f ' >»>i*'l''' ? ASUUif LIGHTING WAIING 

» ♦ C«iCC1. THtOWN Ot D»W?0 

> "iA, r - J .iAi< f rutS^NO SHAMING 

• Mii>' n .»»ir,, c . 4 homik:*oc MU»f»lt 

* V n*U- ^ n Isj. ' »C OPONflNISS 

J tA* « ' • ^UVINIK MMWJUINCY 

i . * . i tmGlf1MA'*Y 

»' t ' S * I. 's- irN I.. iiAOAl Ht^fr.UTION 

r» 'KS.'MJ'^N .^ijl i - (» . f i« OTMtP U NONi or THISf 
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NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION AND DECISION SYSTEM 



INTERIOR INTERVIEW 



AfftOVtO 
MiOOlT tUttAU MO tSR0tl4 



13792-07 



^ ON THE ftASIS Of YOUl OWN CXPtllENCE OR FtOM WHAT 
YOU'VE HEARD OR READ. HEASE TEU ME WHETHER YOU ARE 
SATISntO OR CMSSATISnEO WITH THE KHIOWING SERVtaS. 
Al$0 niASE TEU ME WHETHER OR NO^ YOU HAVE HAD 
PERSONAL CONTACT WITH THESE SERVICES. (»««^ '**m 



n9t CMf* mt9 thmn rw* 



f>ASN COUfCriOM 
OAltAOt COUKflON 

mtitc MioicAi lAOuriis 

SCHOOLS iOUCAflON 

WilFAH AND ^UtilC 
ASSISfANCi ADMtNISriAftON 
HOUSING COOf iNSffCflOM 

lOOfNf ftSf ANO DOC 
CONTftOl 

roiici MtoffCfioN 

HM PtOflCflOM 

nilUC flANSK)RfAflON 

WAfil UCHT ANO fOWER tCAS 
OR lUCfRtC) 
IMnOYMfNf StRVICiS 
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NOW. PUASE TEU ME WHETHER YOU ARE SATISKEO OR 
OlSSATiSFlEO WITH THESE SERVICES nwd —<h ,tmm Ot n«f| 



XX 

SIWAGi 0(SI>OMl iUwf 9nd 

RKRIATIOM ADULTS 

I RKftfATlON K>« TEEMAOttS 

MCtfATK>N H>t CHflDtlN 

AtR rOUUTtON CONTROL 

STRHT AMD ROAD CONDITIONS AND 

MAINTENANCE 

TRAfNC CONDITIONS 

WATER fOUUTION CONTROL 

COU»*S 

nitUC HOUSING 

iAaS. CORRKTtONAL fACIUTItS. 

musmidm 
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IN TNi PAST. nOf II NAVI MWTIOIIIi CONCtRN AUHIT $0111 Of TM IOU0IV< 
INO CONOITIOMS IN TNfIR NflOiiiOtiHOOO. m lACH CONMTION 1 M AlOUT 
TO RIAD, filAU TtU Mf WNtTNIR OR NOT TNI COROITIOM tllSTS. AND If IT 



S PLEASE TEU ME IF THESE CONDITIONS EXtS^ !N THIS 



001$ III$T WNITNtR VOU ARI COMCtRNID Off IWCONCIRNtO AI0<IT IT. f RtW 



AREA, AND IF SO WHETHER YOU ARE CONCERNED OR 
UNCONCERNED fR*«<f •t^ ^r^m t 



NftOHtORHOOO IS INCONVENIENT fO 
TRANtKMTATION SHOfttNC SCHOOiS 
AND OTHER SERVICES 

NiiCHKMIHOOD DOCS NOT HA VI 

tNOUOH DRUG STORES 

POltOIS OF NEiGHftORHOOO STORES 

ARE HARD ON PfOPU 

NtiGHlORHOOD DOES NOT HAVE 

ENOUGH LAUNDROMATS 

TOO MANY lARS IN THE AREA 

NEIGHftORHOOD DOES NOT HAVE 

ENOUGH POOO STORES 

THfftf IS NOT ENOUGH LOW COST 

lOW HNT HOUSING IN THE AREA 

THE CONDITION Of fHf NflGHtORHOOO 

AND ITS HOUSES IS UNSATISFACTORY 

THE AREA IS OVERCROWDED 

POOR STREET UGHTINC 

NElGHftORHOOO DOfS NOT HAVf 
ENOUGH ADfOUATi 'ARKS ANO 

HAYGROUNDS ^ 

1: CALLED OR WRITTEN A H>tur OffKIAL 

it FO«MI0 OR ATTENDED NilGHtORHOOO ORGANIZATIONS 

Si TAUfO VO A rStiST, MINISTER. RAMI Ot OTHER KUOIOUS Lf ADfR 

7) TAUED TO UNOiORO 

f| GAVE MONEY fO HEU> 

NR UMK 



PEOnE DO NOT HAVE ENOUGH INCOMI 

fEOnE DO NOT HAVE ENOUGH OF 
THt RIGHT HmO OF FOOD 
PCOM DO NOT HAVE ENOUGH WORK 
Ot ENOUGH WOtKING HOUtS 
NilGHtOtHOOO ACTION i^ROUfS ARE 
TOO ACTIVE 

TOO MANY NilGHtOtHOOO PROGRAMS 
RUN RY OUTSIOCRS 
NilGHlORHOOO ACTION GROUPS DO 
NOT RfPRtStNT ACT IN THE 
PEOPLES INTERESTS 
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THERE ARf MANY DIFFERENT WAYS OF TRYING TO DEAL 
WITH CONDITIONS IN A NEIOHiORHOOO. IN ATTEMPTING 
TO DEAL WITH NEIGHtORHOOO CONDITIONS. HAVE YOU 
EVER DONE ANY OF THE FOUOWING IN THIS! 
NEIGHIORHOOD? Sh»w Cord 107. PUASE JUST GIVE! 
ME THE NUMBERS. 

?i iOlNEO A PtOTEST PARADE Ot PICKETED 
4! SIGNED A PETITION 

*) TRIED TO DO SOMETHING AlOUT IT MYSCif 
t) MET WITH OTHER INTEttSTED PEOPLE 

10) OTHft ni NONi OF THiSI 

fPiwmf *pt*h — — — - 



Hi? YOU LIKE TO SEE CHANGED IF ANY? Skow Cord lOt. PLEASE JUST GIVE ME THE NUMSERS OF THE CONDITIONS 

II HOUSE TOO DRV IN WINTER 



ERIC 



HERE ARE THINGS SOME PEOPLE WOULD UKE TO SEE CHANGED IN THEIR HOME. WHICH OF THESE CONDITIONS WOUU> 

GIVE ME THE NUMSERS OT 

)) HOUSE TOO HOT IN SUMMCt 

4t NO LAUNOtY FACHITIES OR FACILITIES INAOEOUATE 
4t INAOEOUATE CLOSET SPACE 
$i OOOR INStOf HOUSfe 
101 NOT ENOUGH ROOMS 
Hi NONE OF THESE 



3) NOT ENOUGH HOT WATfR 
»l FURNITURE OiO OR LACKING 

71 NO ADEQUATE PLACE TO STORE GAttAGE MFOtf RfMOVAL 
f I NOISE INSIDE MillOiNG 

III OTHER rP^#oii. ipM.fy . 
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^ copir mum 



NklGHBORHCK * - fcNVIRONVlENTAL HVAIUATION aND OeCISION Sr>TFM 

INTERIOR iNTtRVItW 



rilASI till ME WHtlHER lOO AO^Ef 0 Si»#l'fC A'Uh 
'lACH or THE fOllOWISo STXTfMEN's ^ < < 



, I WOUl( M »i > ,1 i'< APT H O . 
.6 As! ANOlHif 

S^CUt fAMtlT CfT^ AlONG W(U TOO.trHti 
\ €NIOV ^^Ot^tNi A^Ol'NO }Ht H >U'.f 

9 I Oil AiONo wiu ^riH M* nfkimh 



EACH Of THE K»UOW^^40 Sr»\T£MCfs;TS . 



•*A< A> rit iV MCNU r"«.<« 
; ri.,.. r,f o ^ ,. > t /. 



NII&HftOKHUOO fAlt'l 



1 •♦«t 



E TENANTS AND lAN0lOJ!PS OFTFN HAVf^ f ff^.ktNT r„ iMlONr. AHUJl WHO VMO. 
CAUSE Of THE NECE!>SAR> MAINT^NATjC* KES'.au".: «POM -.OM^tHiN'i •OKf 
TENANT DO YOn 7H»NK SMOUlO » 



..cotifCT ANp r'»cf inAs'i fcsr 

'K>tCt««AC» MfN TO •'•CK ^' 



^ Oft •lO Of *0O0 A.'iO 4«ll»»t 



' *». J* ,M .( ■ 'V 

. IMA. 'Vt> ! .AN 

J . ft lA-' 
,r -If (... . ■ 



HEmI*h t\0\ "^ 



1 1 NP :n 
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